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The Cure of Deism: or, The Mediatorial 
Scheme by Fefus Chrift, the only true Re- 

’ Tigicn. In Anfwer to the Objettions ftart- 
ed, and to the very imperfett Account of 
the Religion of Nature, and of Chriffia- 
nity, given by the two Oracles of Deifm, 

_ the Author of Chriftianity as old ‘as the 
Creation, aud the Author of the Chara- 
Cterifticks, In Two Volumes. In a new 
Method. By aCountry Clergyman. Lon- 
don: Printed for the Author, and fold 
Jury 1736. A by 
























































































































6 The Prefent State of ‘Art. 1, 
by Mef{’ Innys and Manby, at the Weft 
End of St. Paul’s. 1736. O@avo. Pag. 
406, and 345: Befides an Introduction 
prefix’d to the firft Volume of 32 Pages; 
and the Indexes. 


HE Reverend Author of this Treatife con- 

curs with the modern Deifts, in regarding 
the two Writers whom he anfwers, as the Oracles 
of all their Sentiments. And having examined 
their ftrongeft Objections, and read all the Re- 
plies of any Character that have been made to 
them ; as he fees nothing unanfwerable in the for- 
mer, fo he apprehends not that the latter (nume- 
rous and valuable as they have been) have made 
this that he now offers either needlefs or unfea- 
fonable. 

As he has the Candor to think the Difciples of 
thefe great Matters in Infidelity are not fo blind- 
ly attach’d to them (like the ews to their Rad- 
bies) as to be utterly deaf to all Reafon and Con- 
viction, he hopes the Reprefentation he here 
makes them will not be in vain, but effectually 
perfuade them, “ That real Religion is only to 
“¢ be fought and found in the true Nature and pre- 
“ /ent Conftitution of ‘Things; difcoverable partly 
“cin their vifible Frame and Adjuftment; and 
“ further difcern’d, according to Man’s Occafi- 
“¢ ons andithe Counfels of divine Wifdom in the . 
&¢ Revelation of the Bible.” And in an Enquiry 
of fo great Moment, he moft ferioufly and affe- 
étionately intreats every open Deift, and every fe- 
cret Favourer of their Opinions, to take what 
they efteem as Oracles ~ once more into their 

. Hands, 


+ Shaftsbury’s Characterifticks, and Tindal’s Chriftianity as 
old as the Creation. 
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Hands, carefully to review and compare them 
with this Anfwer, and judge impartially. 

The Deifts our Author has to do with, after a- 
bundance of difputing, and a multitude of Books, 
have at laft been pleafed to declare, 1. What will 
Mot convince, and 2. What will fatisfy them. 
And he has all along had that particular Regard | 
to their Declaration, as to confine himfelf to that 
wherein they fay they only feek Satisfaction. He 
requires of them but one Poffulatum, in order to 
open the Scene, and furnifh them with all they 
pretend to look for, 7. ¢. That Man was once in a@ 
State of Innocence, and foon after lapfed, and has 
ever fince continued in a degenerate Condition; tho’ 
even this continues a Suppofition but for a very 
few Pages, when he actually demontftrates it to 
be Faé, from two felf-evident Propofitions: 
Which being once proved, all the reft follows in 
a Chain. 

As he goes on, he both fairly cites, and anfwers 
their Objections, that he may take away all Ex- 
cute from future Infidelity; that fo, in cafe Dei/m 
fhould hereafter fhew itfelf in a Proteftant Coun- 
try, it may appear in its proper Colours, and as 
the Refult, not of Virtue and Morality, but of 
Vice and Wilfulnefs; not of Reafon and fincere 
Enquiry, but of Art and Defign, or the fecret 
‘Machinations of Popery. 

That he might proceed with the greateft Per- 
fpicuity, and place this important Subjeét in the 
cleareft and moft efficacious Light, he has thrown 
the Notion of Religion into Lads and Means; by 
the Help of which, every thing appears in its 
true Proportion, falls into Order, and ranges itfelf 
into the proper Situation, whi ch God and the 
Nature of Things have allotted it.-——And as 
this Connection of Means and End is carried on in 

A 2 a Series 
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a Series to the Conclufion, as a regular Scheme 
ought to be, it is our Author’s Requeft to the 
Reader, not to make a Judgment of any Part till 
he has perufed the whole. 

It has been fuggefted that the Number of De- 
ifts has been rather increafed than leffened by the 
Badnefs of fome Anfwers to them. This Writer 
has in his endeavoured to obviate this Complaint, 
by going deeply and thoroughly to the Root of 
the Evil; and has, in the Courfe of it, advanced 
and illuftrated feveral valuable unheeded Truths, 
which ferve to rectify Mifreprefentations and Mi- 
ftakes both in natural Religion and Chriftianity. 
He has therein endeavoured to give a true Ac- 
count of the Image of God in Man; the true 
Notion of human Liberty; the Origin of the 
Paffions; the proper Idea of Fundamentals in Re- 
ligion; and the Reafon of different Catalogues of 
them in different Places of Scripture. He has 
fettled the true Notions of the Ufe and Benefits 
of the two Sacraments; proved that Sacrifice is 
of divine Inftitution; demonftrated the moral 
Virtue of Faith; and fhewn the Immorality of 
rejecting, corrupting, doubting, or neglecting 
the Gofpel Creed. He has fixed the Scripture 
Senfe of Myftery; and given fome good Rules 
for the Interpretation of the facred Writings. He 
has ftated the Nature both of the o/d and new Coe 
venant; diftinguifhed the true Ufe of Miracles; 
and evinced the eternal Punifhments of Hell to 
be founded on the Reafon of Things. He has 
explained the Parables of the Talents; and fet 
forth the lafting Ufefulnefs of the Book of Re- 
velations. He attempts to fhew the near Rela- 
tion there is between Deifm and Atheifm, and 
that the former f{prings from Ignorance, or In- 
confideration of the true Nature of Things; 
while 
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while Chriftianity, on the contrary, follows, con- 
fults and unfolds the true Nature both of God 
and Man. 

Befides all this, our Author undertakes to 

rove the Deifts guilty of Superftition in their 
Ideas of the divine Benevolence; that they are 
moreover bad Subjects in a Proteftant Govern- 
ment; and that what has been generally afferted 
by great Writers is true, viz. That Popery and 
Deifim are productive of each other: He has like- 
wife particularly defcribed the manner how thefe 
Extremes return towards one another, and at 
Jength coincide. 

He lays open before Infidels their wretched E- 
ftate, to convince them that fo long as they per- 
fevere in it, their Condition is worfe than that of 
either ancient or modern Heathens. He difco- 
vers to them how fundamentally miftaken they 
are even in natural Religion; which rightly un- 
derftood in its catholick Principle of God's being 
the Rewarder of thofe that diligently feek him, in- 
cludes Chriftianity ; and is again unfolded by it; 
and that in all. juft patriarchal Reafoning that 
grand Principle implies the Refurreétion of the 
Body, as well as all the moral, governing Attri- 
butes of God which difpenfe the Mediatorial 
Scheme to Man. He antwers the fubtle Objeéti- 
ons of the Deifts with Acutenefs, and fairly re- 
_prefents their numerous [nconfiftencies. With 

many other curious Particulars that I fhallnot ftay 
to enumerate. 

A Perfon who had read over this Work, and 
feems to have form’d a very favourable Idea of i it, 
fent me the following Lines, with which I fhall 
end what is to be faid concerning it. ** This Au- 
*¢ thor (fays the Writer) whoever he is, has 
** gone into the true Way of thinking and repre- 


* fenting Chriftianity, according to the Plan laid 
A3 * down 
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“¢ down by the prefent Bifhop of London to his 
“¢ Clergy, which he has exactly followed. By 
“¢ this means all Difficulties become eafy of So- 
“¢ Jution; the Objections of Adverfaries are the 
“¢ more readily anfwered, and for the future pre- 
“6 vented; Difputes and Controverfies about the 
“6 Myfteries of Faith will be fufpended, if not 
totally fuperfeded; Gainfayers will be moft ef- 
“¢ fe€tually convinced and reclaimed, and all Chri- 
*¢ ftians eftablifhed in the Knowledge and Pof- 
“© feffion of the Truth as it is in Jefus. 

“¢ T prefume there will be few Clergy without 
“© the Book; nor hardly any inquifitive Perfons, 
*¢ who would be fatisfied in the moft important 
“ Queftion in the World, viz. What is the only 
“ true Religion, deduced from its genuine Sources, 
“ but will give this Cure of Dei/m a candid and 
“¢ attentive Perufal.” 


a 





ARZFicCL se i. 


The Aritance between Church and State, 
&c. 


N the foregoing Number the Reader was en- 
§ tertain’d with an Abftraét of the two firft 
Parts of this ingenious Treatife; I now proceed 
to the third, which I intend to handle in the fame 
brief and concife manner. The Bufinefs of it is 
to encounter and refute the formidable Arguments 
which have been advanced againft, and fo to efta- 
blith irrefragably, the Neceflity and Equity of a 
Teft-Law. The 
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Art.2. the Republickof Letters. xx 
The Neceflity of a National Religion was, till 


‘of late, as our Author fays, one of the moft un- 


controverted Principles in Politics. And indeed 
there are not many even now that will direé7/y de- 
ny this Neceflity. What creates the Difpute, is 
that unavoidable Confequence of an e/fablifbed 
Church, in every Place where there are Diverfi- 
ties of Religion, a Zeft-Law: This they re- 
gard as a tyrannical Attendant that they are un- 
willing to admit. Tho’ it is obvious that when 
a Church and State are in Union, he that cannot 
give Security for his Behaviour to dot), may as 
reafonably be deprived of fome civil Advantages, 
as he may, who before that Union cannot give 
Security to the State alone. 

The Matter therefore of greateft Concern re- 
mains to be enquired into: namely, How the E- 
quity of a Teft Law can be demonftrated, on 
thofe Principles of the Law of Nature and Na- 
tions, by which that of an effadli/hed Religion has 
been ‘fo clearly proved. ‘And in the evincing 
this, our Author adheres to the Method he has 
hitherto obferv’d, of deducing all his Conclufi- 
ons, in one continued Chain of reafoning, from 
the fimple Principles he at firft laid down. He 
now therefore reftumes the Argument where he 
left off, and having confidered that Alliance be- 
tween Church and State, which produces an 
Eftablifoment, when there is but one Religion in 
the State; he now difcufles the Cafe, when ei- 
ther at the Time of Convention, or afterwards, 
there happens to be more than one. 

If there be more than one at the Time of Con- 
vention, the Alliance is made by the S:ate with 
the largeft of the religious Societies : as that 
is beft able to anfwer the Ends of the Alliance, as 
having the greateft Number under its Influence. 
A 4 With 
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——With zis isthe Alliance made. And a full 
Toleration given to all the reft. But reftrained 
from injuring that which is effablifoed, by the 
Guard of a Teft-Law. If this happens to lofe 
its Majority, the State’s Union with it is diffol- 
ved, and commences with that which acquires it ; 
for the Reafon above given. Thus, of old, was 
the Alliance between the Pagan Church and the 
Empire of Rome diffolved, and the Chriftian uni- 
ted to the State in its place: Thus again, of late, 
the Confederacy between the Popifh Church and 
this Kingdom was broke, and another made with 
the Proteftant in its ftead. ) 

If thefe different Religions arife after the Alli- 
ance hath been formed, whenever they become 
confiderable, then is a Ze/-Law neceflary for the 
Security of the Effablifhed Church. W hereby 
the Entrance into the Adminiftration, (the only 
Way that Mifchief to the Eftablifhed Church ts 
effected ) is fhut to all but the Members of that 
Church. Thus a Teft-Law took its Birth; whe- 
ther at or after the Time of Alliance. And from 
this Moment is the Juftice and Equity of an Effa- 
blifbed Church called in queftion. But that the 
State is under the higheft Obligations of Juftice 
to provide this Security, our learned Author fhews 
from the following Confiderations, which he 
erects on the demonftrated Principle of the Equi- 
ty and Neceffity of the Alliance between Church 
and State. And, I. By that Alliance, the State 
promifed to proteét the Church from all Injuries. 
It is evident, that an Attempt in the Members of 
any Sect to deprive the Eftablifh’d Church of, or 
fhare with it in its Advantages, is an Injury. This 
Attempt feparate Societies will always be making, 
and nothing can defeat it but aZef-Law. II. Far- 
ther, this Promife of Protection becomes abfo- 
lutely 
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lutely indifpenfible. For, it was on the Church's 
Part the fole Condition of Alliance; which is 
virtually diffolved by the State’s refufing or neg- 
le&ting to perform it. III. But ftill farther, The 
State’s Obligation to its Promife is va/fly enforced 
by this additional Confideration.— The Church, 
in order to enable the State to perform this /ole 
Condition, gave up to it its Supremacy and Inde- 
pendency. Whereby fhe became incapable of 
defending herfelf, as fhe could have done in her 
natural State. So that the not fecuring her by a 
Te/t-Law, is betraying and delivering her up 
bound to her Enemies. Thus our Author has 
fhewn the Obligation the State lies under from 
Compaé, of providing a Teft-Law for the Se- 
curity of the Eftablifhed Church. And now, 
after formally anfwering the only Objeétion that 
he thinks can be made to his Account of this 
Condition of Protection, (which Objeé&ion he 
{ays has been already obviated, and therefore fhall 
not here be mentioned) and likewife fhewn ex 
abundante, that had no Promife of Proteétion.been 
made the Church, yet that the State, for its own 
Security, would have lain under the moft indif- 
penfible Neceflity of providing a Teft-Law; he 
comes directly to anfwer the principal Obje&tions 
made by its Adverfaries againft the Equity of it. 
And firft it is urged, That to abridge a Citizen 
of his civil Rights for Matters of Opinion, is aVio- 
lation of the Law of Nature. This is a Conclu- 
fion founded on thefe two Propofitions, 1. That 
Opinions are not proper Subjetis of Punifbment. 
2. If they were, they are not within the civil Ma- 
giftrate’s Furifdiition; his Care extending only to 
Bodies. Now to the firft of thefe our Author 
replies, That it is indeed univerfally true, but 
nothing to the Purpofe; the Difqualification 4 
a Tett- 
































































14 The Prefent Stateof Art. 2 


a Teft-Law being no Punifhment in the true 
Senfe of the Word, which is that implied in 
the Propofition. ‘To the fecond he fays, — That 
it is not univerfally true: For that when Opini- 
ons do direétly and neceflarily affeét the Peace of 
Society, they do come within the Magitftrate’s 
Jurifdiétion; and this Exception takes place in the 
Cafe before us; the Opinions which a Teft-Law 
makes matter of Difqualification, dire&tly and 
neceflarily affecting the Peace of civil Seciaey, 
Our Author’s Proof of thefe Affertions is very 
ingenious. I will not determine whether it. be 
conclufive. That of the firft turns altogether 
upon the fpecifick Nature of Punifhment. There 
may be Reftraints that are neceffarily attended 
with Difadvantage and Pain to the Subjects of 
them, that yet are not properly, nor ought to be 
regarded as Punifhments. Such a Reftraint only 
is the Teft-Law. And therefore, altho’ the Di- 
advantages arifing from it be incurr’d by certain 
Opinions, it is neverthelefs no proper Punifhment 
of thofe Opinions, nor intended as fuch: The 
Pain inflicted thereby being no more than requi- 
fite to repel the Evil of Diverfity of Scéts in the 
Adminifiration. I can but juft hint at thefe 
things, and muft not go into a Detail either of 
this or the fubfequent Demonttration, which re- 
latesto the fecond Affertion. This Affertion is con- 
fefs’d in general (he fays) by the Adverfaries them- 
felves, but they can rarely be brought to own its 
Fitnefs in any particular Application. Indeed I 
think all Proof of it fuperfluous, and that this 
Writer’s, as well as any other, might be fpared. 
If he can but fhew that what a Teft-Law re- 
ftrains doth direétly and neceffarily affe& the Peace 
of civil Society, his Purpofe vill be effectually 
an{wered, and nothing farther remain to be con- 
tefted. 
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tefted. This he attempts in the following Para- 
graph. 
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“© Where a religious Principle of fome certain 
Seé& is oppofed particularly to fome one funda- 
mental Maxim or Ufage of civil Society, the 
Malignity of it is feen by every one. But 
where a religious Principle oppofes not onecer- 
tain Maxim or Ufage, but the general Nature 
and Conftitution of civil Society, the Mifchief 
is not fo vifible; and if it oppofes not fo much 
the Nature of civil Society, confidered alone, 
as in Union with the /acred, the Mifchief will 
be lefs feen: But and if this religious Principle 
be not peculiar to one Seét, but common to 
all, the Mifchief will be ftill lefs obferved and 
feen. This is the Cafe with regard to the per- 
nicious Principle which a Teft-Law reftrains. 
It being what fets every Seét on attempting to 
eftablith itfelf on the Ruin of all the reft. 

“ Our Adverfaries fee the Neceffity, and own 
the Juftice of Reftraint in the firft Cafe; and 
in the others, exclaim againft fubjecting feveral 
Sects to civil Incapacities, which hold no pe- 
culiay Opinions pernicious to the State. Not 
feeing that that was not the only legitimate 
Reafon that could be urged for the Equity of 
a Reftraint. For where is the Difference with 
regard to the State, between the Principle’s 
being peculiar to one Sect, or common to all; 
between its injurioufly affecting one certain 
Maxim or Ufage, or the whole Frame and 
Compofure of aState in Union with a Church: 
If fo be the Reftraint be common to all as well 
as the Principle?” 

Our Author thinks we are now at full Liberty 





to conclude, That to abridge a Citizen of his civil 
Rights for Matters of Opinion, which affect Society, 
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is no Violation of the Law of Nature. But if it 
really were (as in truth it isnot) he apprehends 
it juftifiable by the univerfal and approved Pra- 
Etice of States, that in compliance with the pub- 
lick Good, and Peace of civil Society, form ma- 
ny of their municipal Laws in direct Contrariety 
to what the Law of Nature prefcribes. Of this 
he gives two Inftances. One is that of Pre- 
SCRIPTION; when a Man, by enjoying for a 
certain Courfe of Time, without Oppofition, the 
Property of another, acquires therein a full Right, 
in fuch fort, that the true Proprietor has no long- 
er any Claim to it, or civil Action for the Reco- 
very of it, The other is that of the Game-Law, 
whereby the Right of Capture of thofe wild 
Creatures, which by the Law of Nature are 
equally the Property of every Man, is prohibited 
to all that are not qualified in fuch a manner as 
the State thinks it convenient to prefcribe. Our 
Author preffes this upon his Antagonifts with a 
Force he imagines they can never be able to evade. 
If they fay Prefcription is not againft the Law of 
Nature, becaufe that Law orders in every thing, 
what Reafon fays (all Circumflances taken in) is fit 
to be done. Then a Teft-Law is no more, upon 
that ground, againft the Law of Nature. If 
they own it to be againft the Law of Nature, 
and ju/tify the Deviation on the {core of publick U- 
tility; on the fame ground may a Teft-Law, tho’ 
againft it, be juftified alfo. 

The next Objection againft a Teft iss——-Tat 
it is injurious to true Religion, by encouraging one 
Set of Opinions, and difcouraging the reft, which is 
clapping a falfe Bias on the Mind, that in its Search 
of Truth ought to be left entirely free and difengaged. 
—— But our Author does not defpair, in Oppo- 

fition 
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fition to this, of fhewing, that a Teft is, in the 
whole, highly ferviceable to true Religion. 

For, admitting the tolerated Religion to be 
true, and that feveral of its Members, under the 
Difcouragement of a Teft-Law, will, for the 
Sake of civil Advantages, leave it; feeing fuch 
as leave it on that account, under fuch fmall Dif- 
couragements, muft be the moft unworthy of 
Men, fuch as really are a Difgrace and Injury to 
Religion, it muft be highly for the Interetts of 
the true, to have fuch a Touchftone or Criterion 
as the Zeff to difcriminate its fincere from its cor- 
rupt Members———On the other hand, fuppofing 
the Effablifbed Religion to be the true one, is it 
uiot for the Benefit of Mankind, in all his Inte- 
refts, that it fhould be fupported by civil Power? 
And can it be fupported without a Teft? If it be 
faid that temporal Encouragements, by bringing 
in Members who make only an outward Profe{- 
fion, is injurious to Religion; it is readily grant- 
ed: However, it’s plain, no one has Reafon to 
make the Objeétion but thofe of the Eftablithed 
Church. But confidering the Smaline/s of the 
Encouragement, and the Probability of the Con- 
formities being on Conviction, (for the Cafe fup- 
pofes the Eftablifbed Religion the true) there is no 
Reafon to think this Injury can prove of Mo- 
ment. 

But admit (as our Author adds) fome {mall ca- 
firal Harm may be derived hence to Religion; as 
what fignal Benefit to Mankind is not attended 
with fome Inconvenience? It is not only abun- 
dantly compenfated by thofe vaft Advantages ac- 
cruing to the State therefrom, but likewife infi- 
nitely outweigh’d in the Good (which has been 
fufficiently difplayed) done to Religion by az 
Eftablifoment on which a Teft is built, and from 
which it neceflarily flows. If 
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If it fhould ftill be urged, that at leaft parti- 
cular Men are injured by a Teft, as having a fal/e 
Bias clapped on their Minds, which draws them by 
Hopes and Fears, from the true to the fale Re- 
ligion.—— Our Author anfwers, That were the 
Rewards and Difcouragements in the Cafe, fo 
great as to amount to ftrong ‘Temptations, under 
which human Frailty might be expeéted to fuc- 
cumb, there would be fomething material in this 
Confideration. But when thofe are fo {mall as to 
influence only the moft profligate and abandoned, 
‘+ no Injury is done by it. For fuch have no Pre- 
tence of Right to be exempted from {uch a flight 
Inducement. 

A third Objeétion is, ——=That a Teft-Law may 
endanger religious Liberty. For if, for the Good of 
the State, all but thofe of the Eftablifbed Religion 
may be kept out of the Adminiftration; then, for the 
fame Good, if Reafons of State fo require, they may 
be reftrained the Exercife of all but the Eftablifbed 
Religion. And a Pretence will not be wanting; for 
it is certain that Diverfity of Seéts oft produce the 
qworft Confeguences to a State. ‘Yo this our Author 
replies, That tho’ the publick Good has been 
fhewn to require a Teft-Law, yet previous to that, 
the Juftice of it was proved from the cleareft 
Principles of the Law of Nature and Nations. 
But thofe Laws oppofe the taking away religious 
Liberty, on any Pretence whatfoever. Nay, 
thofe very Principles of the Law of Nature and 
Nations, on which the whole of this Treatife is 
founded, do, in an invincible Manner, eftablith 
the divine Right of ToLEeRATIon, or of wor- 
fhipping God according to one’s own Conlcience. 
So that this Difcourfe is fo far from being calcu- 

lated, 








+ This very well accounts for the vaft Majority of that 
Sort of People in the Eftablifhment, 
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lated, as the Objeétion fuppofes, for the Infringe- 


ment of religious Liberty, that it lays the Foun- 
dations of it on the only folid and impregnable 
Ground. For on thefe two Principles, on which 
the whole Theory of it turns, viz.——— That the 
State hath only the Care of Bodies, and the Church 
the Care only of Souls and that each Society is 
fovereign, and independent of the other, is demon- 
ftrably deduced the indefeafible Right of religious 
Liberty. Farther, an eafy Aniwer may now 
be-given to the Weceffity of Conformity from the 
Danger of Diverfity of Religions to the State, hint- 
ed in the ObjeGlion. That arifes folely from the 
Infringement of religious Liberty. Let but a 
Toleration be granted, as is here infifted on, with 
the Eftablifhment of ove, and an Exclufion of all 
the ve from the publick Adminiftration, and ma- 
ny Religions become as harmlefs as one. But, 
laftly, our Author aflerts, That even on the Ad- 
verfaries Suppofition, the Objection has no Force. 
For had a Teft-Law been juftified only by Argu- 
ments drawn from the Good of the State, this 
very Principle, if purfued, would fecure inftead 
of endangering Toleration. For to make Reli- 
gion ferviceable to the State, which is the great 
End of an Eftablifhment, the Profeffion of it muft 
be fincere; but that is hardly confiftent with 
Force. Therefore, for the Sake of the State, the 
Profeffion of Religion fhould be free. 

The laft Objedtion is, ——That a Teft-Law is 
the novel Invention of a barbarous and flavifo Go- 
thic Policy: unknown to the polite and happy Ages 
of Greece and Rome, when civil and religious Li- 
berty flourifbed beyond Compare. Our Author has 
difcovered a fine Genius in anfwering this Ob- 
jection. He fhews it to be falfe in Fa&; and 
that the Athenians in particular, in their freeft 
and 
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and moft flourifhing State, had, like us, an E/fa- 
blifbed Religion and a Teft-Law. He demonttrates 
to thofe Gentlemen, who affeét to be perpetually 
applauding the ancient Heathens, for that full 
Toleration allowed amongft them, fo agreeable 
to Truth and publick Utility; and this, in order 
to affront the Chriflian Religion, which by its 
contrary Practice, they would infinuate to be 
built on contrary Principles; that this good Ef- 
fect in Paganifm proceeded from its great Abfur- 
dity and Falfhood; and that the Reverfe to it in 
Chriftianity, vz. Intolerance and Perfecution, 
proceeded from its Truth and its Perfection ; 
Not the natural Confequence of a falfe Principle, 
but the 4bu/e of a good one. This Matter is 
fet in fo uncommon and delicate a Light, that 
the ingenious Reader muft find an extraordinary 
Satisfaction in the Perufal of it. I fhould be to 
blame, if I anticipated the Pleafure of thofe, 
who will not be gratified without confulting the 
Original, by inferting any Abftract of it here. 








Our Author concludes with fhewing, as he 


romifed in the Beginning of his Undertaking, 
What falfe Principle it was that has hitherto mif- 
led both Parties; which (embraced by both) 
brought one to conclude, that an Effablifbed Re- 
ligion was of divine Right; and the other, that a 
Te/t-Law was a Violation of all human ones. 
The Error that feduced them, he thinks, was 
this, The Defenders of an Eftablifhed Reli- 
gion have all along gone on to maintain it on the 
Motives of Trutu, and not of Uriniry. That 
is, that Religion was to be effablifhed and proteé&t- 
ed AS IT WAS THE TRUE RELIGION; not for 
the Sake of its crvin Uriniry; which is the 
great PrincipLe whereby we erect an Eftablifh- 
ed Religion and a Teft-Law. 








Now, 
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Now, unluckily for Truth, fome venerable 
Writers on the other. Side, took this miffaken 
Principle for granted, imagining there could be 
no other poflible Motive affigned for eftablifhing 
Religion: And at the fame time finding this full 
both of Abfurdity and Mifchief, too haftily con- 
cluded an Eftablifhed Religion {ecured by a Teft- 
Law to be aViolation of the Rights of Nature 
and Nations. Our Author by his Scheme has 
happily reconciled the Contenders, and rectified 
the Mifconceptions of both Sides. He concludes 
with a fhort View of the Abfurdities and Mif- 
chiefs that arife from the Hypothefis, which 
builds an Eftablifhed Religion and a Teft- Law on 
a Principle of religious Truth, and not of civil 
Utility. He ftiles them terrible Confequences, 
and thinks avery brief Difplay of them fufiici- 
ently evinces the following Inferences. 

I. That the Defenders of civil and religious 
Liberty muft needs oppofe, with all their Might, 
an Eftablifhed Religion raifed on this Hypothefis, 
which fo dire&ly tends to the Deftruction of 
both. 

II. That the Arguments they employ in their 
various Writings againft fuch Eftablifhments, do 
not at all affect or reach an Eftablifhed Religion 
and a Teft-Law founded on the Theory that has 
been here proved. 

II. It appears on Comparifon, that this Theo- 
ry removes and keeps clear of all thofe monftrous 
Mifchiefs and Abfurdities with which the above- 
mentioned Principle is attended. As fhewing 
the Magiftrate’s Act in the Alliance to be reafon- 
able, juft, and neceffary. As fixing and ftating 
the mutual Conditions of Alliance with the ut- 
moft Precifion and Exa&nefs.——As proving the 
Equity and Neceflity of a Teft-Law, and fe- 
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curing religious Liberty by a free Toleration. 1 
And to manifeft the Preference of this Scheme in Cc 
all refpects above the common one, he obferves, r 
in the laft place, that the Eftablifhment he infifts I: 


on, made only on the Motives of civi/ Utility, re- 
ally gains that End, which in the other Scheme 
is the fole View in eftablifhing a Church; which 
yet, by purfuing in a vain and vifionary manner, 
cannot by that Scheme be effected. And that is 
the Jdvancement of Truth. For if publick Uti- 
lity and Truth coincide, then, to provide for 
that Utility, Truth muft be provided for. Which ¢ 
will not fail of being found, as being fought after 
by a fure Method of Succefs. 

Finally, he requefts his Reader to have this al- 
ways in mind, That the true End for which Relt- 
gion is eflablifbed is, not to provide for the true Faith, 
but for civil Utility, as the Key to open to him 
the whole Myftery of this Controverfy, and the 
Clew to lead him fafe through all the Intricacies, 
Windings and Perplexities, in which it has bcen 
involved. 

In an Appendix to this Treatife, the ingenious 
Author informs us, (which the learned, and thofe 
who are concerned for the Advancement of Re- 
ligion, will be pleafed to know) that the Sub- 
{tance of the foregoing Difcourfe, is no other 
than a fingle Chapter of a Work which he has 
now by him, entitled, Zhe divine Legation of Mo- 
fes demonftrated (on the Principles of a religious 
Theift) from the Omiffion of the Doétrine of a fu- 
ture State in the Jewith Di/penfation. And even 
this is but a Specimen of a Plan he has chalked 
out for a Defence of revealed Religion againft 
Deifis, Hews, and Mahometans, which he defires 
to raife as a lafting Monument to the Glory of 
the Chriftian Name. May the Specimen here 
mentioned 
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mentioned very quickly appear. May he live to 
compleat the whole Defign, and may the World 
receive it with all the Approbation and Encou- 
ragement fo laudable an Undertaking deferves. 





ART T'CL Eye. 


The AnNatocy of RELIGION, Natural 
and Revealed, to the Conftitution and 
Courfe of Naturex. To which are ad- 
ded two brief Differtations: 1. Of perfo- 
nal Identity. Il. Of the Nature of Vir- 
tue. By Jofeph Butler, LL. D. Refor 
of Stanhope, in the Bifboprick of Dur- 
ham. London: Printed for James, 
John, avd Paul Knapton, at the Crown 


in Ludgate-ftreet. 1736. Quarto. Pa- 


£eS 320. 


Shall preface a fhort Account of this Book, 
I with two or three Paflages extracted from a 
Paper which I lately faw, containing fome Re- 
flections on it: they did not appear to me to be 
altogether impertinent or groundlefs. 

Mr. Butler (fays this anonymous Remarker ) 
has been long confidered both as an able and po- 
lice Defender of the Chriftian Revelation. He 
writes no lefs like a Gentleman than a Scholar, 
there is fomething genteel as well as nervous in 
Bz his 
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his Reafonings on that Topic. Various are the 
Sources from whence the Advocates for Chriftia- 
nity have drawn their Arguments in Defence of 
it; and the Methods they have taken for its Se- 
curity have been divers to obviate and repel the 
multifarious Attacks of its Adverfaries. Never 
were there fo many Cures for Dei/im as at prefent ; 
and yet never did that Difeafe rage wider or more 
furioufly. Scarce a weak Mind can ftand its 
Shock, and thoufands of fuch continually fall be- ° 
fore it. And is there no Relief? Shall the {pi- 
ritual Phyficians give up to Defpair, defert their 
Charge, and abandon fuch Multitudes of Patients 
to Dettruction, without eflaying any farther Re- 
medies, becaufe fo many have been adminiftred 
with fo little Efficacy and Succefs? God forbid; 
and I am fatisfied they themfelves would fhudder 
at fuch a Suggeftion. What then fhall they do? 
Mutt they rack their Invention to multiply new 
Medicines, or ranfac Nature and Revelation for 
more powerful Specificks? No verily, there are 
enough already ; fufficient for the Diftemper in 
every Shape it canaflume. There feems not the 
leaft Neceffity for enlarging the Materia Medica. 
‘They may indeed a little diverfify their Prefcrip- 
tions; as an Alteration now and then in the Form, 
may prevent naufeating, and render them the 
more palatable in the Adminiftration. But, 
(as he goes ona little after) two Circumftances 
there are, which are furprizingly neglected in the 
prefent Practice, while yet both are abfolutely re- 
quifite to a fanative Iffue. One is, the Influence 
of the Holy Ghoft. Paul may plant, and /pol- 
Jos may water, but it is he that muft give the In- 
creafe. And yet this is a thing now-a-days fcarce- 
ly looked for, or fo much as thought of in this 


important Matter. Nay, on the contrary, it is 
ridiculed 
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ridiculed and laugh’d at; and a Man mutt fteel 
himfelf againft the Contumely of Enthufiafm, 
who fhould feem to value or lay any Strefs upon 
it. Such a Difpofition is regarded as the very 
Criterion of Fanaticifm; and it is become irratio- 
nal to fuppofe the Spirit of God has any thing to 
do in opening the Hearts of Men to entertain the 
Gofpel, fince Lydia’s Days; at leaft not inthis re- 
fie modern Age of ours, wherein all may be 
done by mere Ratiocination and moral Suafion.— 
And is it likely this facred Spirit fhould affitt 
where he is contemn’d, or‘obtrude his Virtue 
where it is flighted? He may gracioufly offer 
pang where he is not known, or not fought 
» but he will not abide where he is grieved, 

nor > aia his Graces where they are rejected. — 
Another Circumftance of the greateft Moment in 
this Affair is, that thofe (of what Profeffion or 
Denomination foever they be) who are fo good 
as to employ their Tongues or Pens in recom- 
mending or demonftrating the Gofpel, would 
exemplarily conform their own Lives to the Pre- 
cepts of it. Not by any affeéted Grimace, four 
Countenances, morofe unfociable Behaviour, non- 
fenfical Cant, fuperftitious Precifenefs, or Party- 
Zeal: Thefe are all at Enmity with real Religion, 
and Tares of the Devil’s fowing to prevent the 
Growth and Propagation of the fweet and friend- 
ly Doétrines of the bleffed Jefus. But by being 
holy, harmlefs, blamelefs, undefiled, and with- 
out Rebuke, fhining as Lights in the World in 
the midft of a crooked and perverfe Generation.} 
-—— Giving all Diligence to add to their Faith, 
Virtue; and to Virtue, Knowledge; and to 
Knowledge, Temperance; and to Temperance, 
Patience; and to Patience, Godlinefs; and to 
B 2 Godli- 


T Phil. ii. 15. 2 Pet.i. 5, 6, 7, 8. 
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Godlinefs, brotherly Kindnefs; and to brotherly 
Kindnefs, Charity. For if thefe things were in 
them and did abound, they would neither be bar- 
ren nor unfruitful in {preading and radicating the 
Belief and Perfuafion of thofe divine Truths, tor 
which they pretend fo much fruitlefs Concern, 
and about which they now fpeak and write with 
fo much Pains, but to fo little Purpofe. Such 
was the Temper, and fuch the Conduét of the 
firft Planters of Chriftianity, and its firft Apolo- 
gifts alfo. No wonder then, that their Miniftra- 
tions were accompanied every-where with the 
Demonttration of the Spirit and of Power; and 
that the Foolifhnefs of their fimple Difcourfes 
was attended with far nobler and happier Effects 
than all the Learning, the Reafon, Exactnefs, and 
Eloquence that we can boaft of. The Simpli- 
city of preaching at that Time confounded all the 
Science of the Wife; the Folly of Infidelity at 
this Time baffles or withftands the Wifdom of the 
moft celebrated Preachers. What muft reduce 
the Gofpel to its priftine Glory and Triumph, 
but the Teachers and Advocates of it afluming 
and acting up to their primitive Character. 
But what Inftances (fays this Writer) are there 
of this in our Day? —— To which I anfwer, It 
is to be hoped a great many; nor do I care to go 
farther into his Refleétions, where he feems to 
think differently. Our Author is one of feveral 
that becomes the Caufe he has undertaken, and 
whole Life bears a fair Azalogy to the Inftitution 
he defends. But the Public are no Strangers to 
his Merit, nor indeed to this Treatife, which isa 
recent Proof of it, and which has in a few Days 
made its Way throughout the Kingdom; fome 
hundreds of them being already vended. Which 
to me, notwithftanding what has been above 
hinted, 























nn ia lt l(Ci ll lO CU lCUlC(CiRC kN 








Art. 3. the Republick of Letters. 27 
niet is a happy Indication, that Unbelief is 


not fo prevalent and univerfal as fome are apt to 
fear, and others to with for; but that we may 
fay to the firft, in fuch a Strain of Confolation as 
the Almighty ‘addre(s'd to defponding Elijah, (it 
were well if it might be in the fame Proportion ) 
many feven thoufand times feven thoufand are re- 
ferved in this Land, who have not in this refpeét 
bowed their Underftandings to the grand Decei- 
ver of Mankind. 

This excellent Work is in two Parts. The 
firft confilts of feven, the fecond contains eight 
Chapters. To thefe is prefix’d an Introduction, 
fetting forth the Nature, the Foundation, and 
Meature of Probability. Probable Evidence, fays 
our Author, is effentially diftinguifhed from de- 
monftrative by this, that it admits of Degrees; 
and of all Variety of them from the higheft mo- 
ral Certainty, to the very loweft Prefumption.— 
That which chiefly conftitutes Probability is ex- 
prefs’d in the word Likely, 7. e. like fome Truth, 
or true Events; like it in itfelf, in its Evidence, 
in fome more or fewer of its Circumftances. It 
is an Analogy with fome Truth we are certain of. 
Probable Evidence, in its very Nature, af- 
fords but an imperfect Kind of Information; and 
is to be confidered as relative only to Beings of 
limited Capacities. For nothing that is the pof- 
fible Objeé&t of Knowledge, can be probable to 
an infinite Intelligence; but muft be difcerned ab- 
folutely as it is in itfelf, certainly true, or certain- 
ly falfe: but to us, Probability or Analogy is the 
very Guide of Life. 

From what Mr. Butler fays upon thefe Points 
it follows, © That in Matters of Speculation, 
* where more fatisfa¢tory Evidence cannot be had, 
or isnot feen; any the loweft Prefumption on 
B 4 * one 
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€ one Side, and none onthe other, or a whit greater 
. 7 one Side than on the other, determines the 

ueftion; andin Matters of Pradtice lays us un- 
: dai an abfolute Obligation, in refpeé&t of Prudence 
© and Intereft, toaét.’ The Author confiders this 
Matter, but fo far only as is requifite for the en- 
fuing Subject. Nor does he propofe to enquire, 
whence it proceeds that Likene/s fhould beget 
that Prefumption, Opinion, and full Convi€ion, 
which the human Mind is formed to receive from 
it, and which it does neceflarily produce in every 
one; of to guar again{ft the Errors, to which 
reafoning from this Likenefs or Analogy is liable. 
He pretends not to fay how far the Extent, Com- 
pat fs, and Force of analogical Reafoning can be 
reduced to general Rules; and the whole reduced 
into a Syftem; but this notwithftanding, we may 
be, and unqueftionably are affured, that Analogy 
is of Weight, in various Degrees, towards deter- 
mining our Judgment and our Prattice. 

Hence, namely from analogical Reafoning, 
Origen has with fingular Sagacity obferved, that 
be who believes the Scri pture to have proceeded from 
him who is the Author of Nature, may well expett 
to find the fame Sort of Difficulties in it, as are 
found in the Conjtitution of Nature. And ina like 


‘Way of Reflcétion, fays Mr. Butler, it may be 


added, that he who denies the Scripture to have 
been from God upon account of thefe Difficul- 
ties, may, for the very fame Reafon, deny the 
W orld to have been formed by him. On the 
other hand, * if there be an Analogy or Likenefs 
¢ between the Sy ftem of things, and Difpenfation 
© of Providence which Revelation informs us of, 
© andthat Sy{tem and Difpenfation which Experi- 
“ence, together with Reafon, informsus of, i. e. 
the known Courfe of Nature; this is a Prefum- 
* ption 




















Art.3. the Republickof Letters. 29 


‘ ption that they have both the fame Author; at 
* leaft fo far as to anfwer Objections againft the for- 
‘mer’s being from God, drawn from any thing 
which is analogical or fimilar to what is in the 
* Jatter, which 1s acknowledged to be from him: 
© for an Author of Nature is here fuppofed.’ This 
Mr. Butler thinks a right Way of arguing and 
concluding,* and having fo great Authority for 
introducing it into the Subject even of Revealed 
Religion, his Intention is to apply it to that Sub- 
je& in general, both Natural and Revealed: ta- 
ken the Exiftence of a Deity for granted, which 
appears not to be denied by the Generality of 
thofe who profefs themfelves diflatisfied with the 
Evidence of Revelation. And here he fevere- 
ly cenfures thofe, who, inftead of thus attending 
to what is in Fact the Conftitution of Nature, 
form their Notions of God’s Government upon 
Hypothefis ; as likewile others, who indulge 
themfelves in vain and idle Speculations, how the 
World might poffibly have been framed other- 
wife than it 1s. Inftead of that idle and not 
very innocent Employment of forming imaginary 
Models of a World, and Schemes of governing 
it, he would have fuch confider what we expe- 
rience to be the Conduct of Nature with regard 
to intelligent Creatures; which may be refolved 
into general Laws or Rules of Adminiftration, 
analagous to thofe refpecting inanimate Matter ; 
and compare the known Conflitution and Courfe 
of things, with what is faid to be the moral Sy- 
ftem of Nature; and fee whether they are not 
analogous and of a Piece. And upon fuch a Com- 

parifon 








* We have given an Account of an ingenious little Tract, 
written fome time ago in Defence of Divine Revelation, on 
this Foundation of Analogy ; well worth the perufing. See 
our Repub/ick for May 1735, p- 39%. 
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parifon it will, he thinks, be found that they are 
very much fo. 

Now, as he fays, the divine Government of 
the World, implied in the Notion of Religion in 
general and of Chriftianity, contains in ir, “That 
© Mankind is appointed to live ina future State; 
€ that there he fhall be treated according to his Be- 
© haviour here: That our prefent Life is a State of 
© Probation and Difcipline for that: That this 
© World being in a State of Apoftafy and Wicked- 
©nefs, and confequently of Ruin, and the Senfe 
‘both of their Condition and Duty being greatly 
¢ corrupted among{t Men, gave occafion for an ad- 
€ ditional Difpenfation of Providence; of the ut- 
‘ moft Importance; proved by Miracles; but con- 
¢ taining in itmany things appearing to us ftrange, 
“and not to be expected; a Difpenfation carried 

© on by the Mediation of a divine Perfon, the Mef- 
‘ fiah, in order to the Recovery of the World; 

* yet not revealed to all Men, nor proved with the 
* ttrongeft poflib! e Evidence to all thofe to whom 
€ it is revealed.’ The Defign then of the fol- 
lowing Treatife will be to fhew, that the feveral 
Parts principally cbjected againft in this moral 
and Chriftian Difpentation, are analogous to what 
is experienced in the Conftitution or Courfe of 
Nature, or Providence; that the chief Objeéti- 
ons themfelves which are alledged againtt she for- 
mer, are no other than what may be alledged 
with like Juftnels again{t the latter, where they 
are found in Faét to be inconclufive ; and that 
this Argument from Analogy is, in general, un- 
anfwerable, undoubtedly of Weight; notwith- 
ftanding the Objections which may feem to lie 
againft it, and the real Ground there may be for 
Difference of Opinion as tothe Degree of Weight 
that is to be laid upon it. This is the Account 
the 
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the learned Author himfelf has given us of what 
may be looked for in this Difcourfe, the firft 
Chapter of which is relating to a future Life. 
Concerning which he would have us confider 
what the Analogy of Nature, and the feveral 
Changes which we have undergone, and thofe 
which we know we may undergo without being 
deftroyed, fuggeft, as to the Effect which Death 
may, or may not have upon us; and whether it 
be not from thence probable, that we may {ur- 
vive this Change, and exift in a future State of 
Life and Perception. What he has faid upon 
this Head is extremely curious and entertaining. 
He has, by a very beautiful Induction, led us on 
to the laft Probability of a future Exiftence; and 
given us the moft folid Ground to conclude, 
“© That Death fhall in no wife deftroy, or even 
“ endanger thofe Capacities of Perception, Lite 
“© and Action, which we are here endu’d with; 
«© but rather, that when we go hence we fhall 
© pafs into new Scenes, and a new Srate of Life 
“¢ and Aétion, of Society and Enjoyment, juft 
“¢ as naturally as we came into the prefent.” To 
conclude this Chapter. 

This Credibility of a future Life, how little 
foever it may fatisfy our Curiofity, feems, as this 
excellent Writer remarks, to an{wer all the Pur- 
pofes of Religion, in like manner as a demonftra- 
tive Proof would: Indeed even that, as he adds, 
would not be aProof of Religion. ‘* For, that we 
“¢ are to live hereafter, is juft as reconcileable 
¢¢ with the Scheme of Atheifm, and as well to 
“¢ be accounted for by it, as that we are now a- 
“¢ live is: and therefore nothing can be more ab- 
“ furd than to argue from that Scheme, that 
“¢ there can be no future State. But as Religion 
** implies a future State, any Prefumption againtt 

** this, 
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“ this, isa Prefumption again{ft Religion. And 
“ the foregoing Obfervations, as he adds, re- 
“ move all Prefumptions of that fort, and prove, 
“6 to a very confiderable Degree of Probability, 
“ one fundamental Doétrine of Religion; which, 
“¢ if believed, would greatly open and difpofe the 
“© Mind ferioufly to attend to the general Evi- 
“6 dence of the whole.” 

In the fecond Chapter our Author treats, Of 
the Government of God by Rewards and Punifb- 
ments; and particularly of the latter. ‘That which 
makes the Queftion concerning a future Life, to 
be of fo great Importance to us, is, as he juiily 
obferves, our Capacity of Happinefs or Mifery. 
And that which enforces the Confideration of it 
upon us, is the Suppofition of our Happinefs or 
Mifery hereafter depending upon our prefent Acti- 
ons. I muft not here, any more than under the 
Jaft Head, pretend to give the Reader any Idea of 
that fine Train of Analogy which runs through- 
out this Section; whereby he brings this tender, 
but moft momentous Point, home to our Under- 
ftandings and Confciences: But it is thus he clo- 
fes thoie awful Reflections, in which we are fo 
nearly interefted, and which we can never too 
much attend too. ‘* Thoughts of this kind are 
«6 not without their Terrors to ferious Perfons, 
“‘ the moft fice from Enthufiafm, and of the 
“© preateft Strength of Mind: But it is fit things 
“ be ftated and confidered as they really are. And 
“ there 1s in the prefent Age, a certain Fearlet- 
“* nels, with regard to what may be hereafter 
“ under the divine Government, ‘which nothing 
“ but an univerfally acknowledged Demonftration 
“ on the Side of Atheifm can juftify; and which 
& makes it estoy y, that Men be reminded, and, 
“© if poflible, be made to feel, that there is not 
“ the 
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j “¢ the leaft Ground for being thus prefumptuous, 
a" “© even upon the moft fceptical Principles. For, 
“¢ may it not be faid of any Perfon upon his be- 


*¢ ing born into the World, he may behave fo as 
“ to be of no Service to it, but by being made 
. “¢ an Example of the woful Effects of Vice and 
* Folly? That he may, if he will, incur an in- 

“ famous Execution from the Hands of civil Ju- 
, “ ftice; or, in fome other Courfe of Extrava- 


d a 
‘ gance, fhorten his Days; or bring upon him- 


* felf Infamy and Difeafes worfe than Death? So 
‘¢ that it had been better for him, even with re- 
“< gard to the prefent World, that he had never 
“ been born. And is there any Reafon for Peo- 
*¢ ple to think themfelves fecure, and talk as if 
“© they had certain Proof, that let them aét as li- 
“ centioufly as they will, there can be nothing 
“¢ analogous to this, with regard to a future and 
“© more general Intereft, under the Providence 
“ and Government of the fame God?” 

In the third Chapter Mr. Butler confiders the 
moral Government of God. And therein diftinély 
fhews, ‘* how far, over and above the moral Na- 
“ ture which God has given us, and our natural 
“© Notion of him as righteous Governor of thole 
“ his Creatures to whom he has given this Na- 
“¢ ture; the Principles and Beginnings of a mo- 
6¢ ral Government over the World may be dif- 
& cerned, notwith{tanding all the Confufion and 
€¢ Diforder of it.’ This is what we are apt to 
call a dry Subjeét, in which there is little to de- 
light the Imagination; and it requires a careful, 
and perhaps reiterated Perufal to give it a due 
Force and Influence on the Underftanding; to 
which Faculty alone it is qualified to adminifter 
any Satisfaction. ‘The Sum of this Chapter is, 
That * there is a kind-of moral Government im- 
“ plied 
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plied in God’s natural Government; Virtue 
‘© and Vice are naturally rewarded and punifhed 
“¢ as beneficial and mifchievous to Society. The 
“ Notion then of a moral Scheme of Govern- 
“ ment is not fictitious, but natural; for it is 
“ fuggefted by the Conftitution and Courfe of 
«© Nature: and the Execution of this Scheme 
“ is actually begun, in the Inftances here men- 
“ tioned. And thefe things are to be confidered 
«¢ asa Declaration of the Author of Nature for 
“ Virtue, and againft Vice; they give aCredibi- 
‘¢ lity to the Suppofition of their being reward- 
“© ed and punifhed hereafter; and alfo Ground to 
“ hope and to fear, that they may be rewarded 
“¢ and punifhed in higher Degrees than they are 
“© here. And as all this is confirmed, fo the Ar- 
“© sument for Religion, from the Conftitution 
“¢ and Courfe of Nature, is carried on farther by 
‘< obferving, that there are natural Tendencies, 
“ and, in innumerable Cafes, only artificial Hin- 
“© drances to this moral Scheme’s being carried on 
“© much further towards Perfection than it is at 
«¢ prefent.” 

The fourth Chapter is, Of a State of Proba- 
tion, as implying Trial, Difficulties and Danger. 
The general Doctrine of Religion, that our pre- 
-fent Life is a State of Probation for a future one, 
comprehends under it feveral particular things, 
diftin& from each other. But the firft and moft 
common Meaning of it, as our Author fays, 
feems to be, “ that our future Intereft is now de= 
“© pending, and depending upon ourfelves; that 
“© we have Scope and Opportunities here, for 
“© that good and bad Behaviour, which God will 
‘© reward and punifh hereafter; together with 
« ‘Temptations to one, as well as Inducements of 


“© Reafon to the other. ———T his is rendered cre- 
“ dible, 
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“ dible, by its being throughout uniform and of 
“ a Piece with the general Conduét of Providence 
“ towards us, in all other refpeéts within the Com- 
¢ pafs of our Knowledge.” This Condu@ of 
Providence is here admirably defcribed, and the 
analogical Confcquences from it plainly deduced. 

In the fifth Chapter Mr. Butler difcourfes Of a 
State of Probation, as intended for moral Difcipline 
and Improvement. From the Confideration of 
our being in a Probation State, of fo much Dif- 
ficulty and Hazard, naturally arifes the Queftion, 
How came we to be placed in it? It cannot, 
he fays, but be acknowledged plain Folly and 
Prefumption, to pretend to give an account of 
the whole Reafons of this Matter. W hether 
it be not beyond our Faculties, not only to find 
out, but even to underftand the whole Account 
of this; or, were we capable of both, whether 
it would be of Service or Prejudice to us to be 
informed of it, is impoffible to fay. But as our 
prefent Condition can in no wife be fhewn incon- 
fiftent with the perfect moral Government of 
God; fo Religion teaches us, we were placed in 
it, that by the Practice of Virtue we might qua- 
lify ourfelves for that to follow it. 

The Beginning of Life, confidered as an Edu- 
cation for mature Age in the prefent World, ap- 
pears plainly, at firft Sight, analogous to this our 
Trial for a tuture one; the former being in our 
temporal, what the latter is in our religious Ca- 
pacity. The Extent and Force of the Analogy 
between them; and the Credibility which ariles 
from thence, as well as from the Nature of the 
Thing, that the prefent Life was intended to be 
a State of Difcipline for a future one, is here ve- 
ry diftinétly fhewn by a Number of the moft cu- 
rious Obfervations. Upon the whole our fagaci- 
cious 
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cious Author concludes, that ** fuch a Charaéter 
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and fuch Qualifications are neceffary for a ma- 
ture State of Life in the prefent World, as Na- 
ture alone does by no means bettow ; but has 
put it upon us, in great meafure, to acquire, in 
our Progrefs trom one Stage of Life to ano- 
ther, from Childhood to mature Age; by gi- 
ving us Capacities of doing it; and by placing 
us, in the Beginning of Life, in a Condition 
fit for it. And this is a general Analogy to 
our Condition in the prefent World, as in a 
State of moral Difcipline for another. It is in 
vain then to object againft the Credibility of 
the prefent Life’s being intended for this Pur- 
pofe; that all the Trouble and the Danger un- 
avoidably accompanying fuch Diicipline might 
have been faved us, by our being made at once 
the Creatures and the Characters, which we 
were to be. For we experience that what we 
were to be, was to be the Effect of what we 
would do; and that the general Conduét of Na- 
ture is, not to fave us T Frouble or Danger, but 
to make us capable of going through them, 
and to put it upon us to do fo. — It is as plain- 
ly a general Law of Nature, that we fhould, 

with regard to our temporal Intereft, form and 
cultivate practical Principles within us, by At- 
tention, Ufe, and Difcipline; chiefly in the 
Beginning of Life, but alfo throughout the 
whole Courfe of it. And the Alternative is 
left to our Choice, either to improve ourfelves, 


and better our Condition; or, in Default of - 


fuch Improvement, to remain deficient and 
wretched. It is therefore perfectly credible, 
from the Analogy of Nature, that the fame 
may be our Cafe, with refpect to the Happi- 

nefe of a future State, and the Qualifications 
neceflary for it.” The 
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The Title of the fixth Chapter is, Of the O- 
pinion of Neceffity, confidered as influencing Prattice. 
Throughout the foregoing Treatife it appears, 
that the Condition of Mankind, confidered as 
Inhabitants of this World only, "and under the 
Government of God, which we experience, is 
greatly analogous to our Condition as defigned for 
another W orld, or under that farther Government 
which Religion teaches us. If therefore any af- 
fert, as a Fatalift muft, that the Opinion of uni- 
verfal Neceffity is reconcileable with the former; 
there immediately arifes a Queftion in the way of 
Analogy, whether he mutt not alfoadmitto be re~ 
concileable with the latter, 7. e. the Syitem of 
Religion itfelf, and the Proof of it. It is to be 
obferved then, the Queftion now before us is not 
abfolute, whether the Opinion of Fate be recon- 
cileable with Religion; but hypothetical, whe- 
ther upon Suppofition of its being reconcileable 
with the Conftitution of Nature, ic be not re- 
concileable with Religion alfo. 

Antecedent to the Difcuffion of this Queftion 
our Author confiders another, that is, whether 
the Opinion of Neceflity be compatible with the 
Notion of an intelligent Author of Nature? And 
he fhews that a Fatality, fuppofed confiftent with 
what we certainly experience, is fo. He then 
proceeds to determine the foregoing Query; not 
altogether by aT rain of abftraét Reafoning, but like- 
wife in a way of Illuftration, by the Example of a 
Child brought up by a Fatalift in his own Principles, 
and reafoning upon, and concluding from them. 
We find this Child inferring, ** that fince he is 
“ not free to aét, he can neither deferve to be re- 
“© warded or punifhed. Imagine him, fays Mr. 
“ Butler, to eradicate the very Perceptions of 
hai Blame and Commendation out of his Mind, by 
JuLy 1736. C “¢ means 































































— ES ee — ' i 


— 
SS SS 


— Sern = ~ ~ — = — 
2S er ae 





























88 The Prefent State of Art. 3. 


‘¢ means of this Syftem; and from it to judge of 
6¢ ‘theTreatment he was to expect from reafonable 
“¢ Men, upon his coming abroad into the World, 
“¢ as the Fatalift judges from this Syftem, what 
“¢ he is to expect from the Author of Nature, 
“¢ and with regard to a future State. Such a 
6¢ Child would doubtlefs be highly delighted with 
“¢ his fuppofed Freedom from thofe Reftraints of 
“© Fear and Shame, which he would perceive his 
“¢ Comrades fettered with; and no lefs conceited 
“¢ in his fuperior Knowledge. He muft upon 
“¢ this either be fuffered to go on, and plague all 
“¢ about him, and himfelf too, even to his own 
“© Deftruction: or elfe Correétion muft be conti- 
“© nually ufed to fupply the Want of thofe natu- 
“ ral Perceptions of Blame and Commendation, 
“¢ which are fuppofed to be erafed, and to con- 
© vince him at length,———that he was in Faé 
©¢ (however he had argued) an accountable Child, 
“¢ and to be punifhed for doing what he was for- 
“ bid; ———and that if the Scheme he was in- 
“ ftructed in were not falfe, yet he reafoned in- 
6¢ conclufively upon it, and fome how or other 
“© mifapplied it to Practice and common Life: 
“¢ As what a Fatalift experiences of the Conduét 
¢ of Providence at prefent, ought in all reafon to 
“¢ convince him, that his Scheme is mifapplied, 
“¢ when applied to Religion ——But, fhould the 
“6 Child’s Temper, his Expectations from the 
“¢ ‘World, and his Conduét towards it, be incor- 
“¢ rigibly conformed to his Syftem; it is manifeft 
“¢ he would foon become infupportable to Socie- 
“¢ ty, and the Treatment he would receive from 
“¢ it would render it fo to him; and he could not 
“¢ fail of doing fomewhat very foon, for which 
6¢ he would be delivered over into the Hands of 
“¢ civil Juftice. And thus in the End he ag 
*-be 
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“© be fadly convinced of the Obligation he was 
“ under to his wretched Inftructor.””———W hat 
other way foever, as our Author adds, this Scheme 
is applied to Practice, fuch Application of it will 
be found equally abfurd and fallacious in a practi- 
cal Senfe.—— And therefore, *‘ tho’ it were ad- 
«© mitted this Opinion of Neceffity were fpecu- 
“¢ Jatively true, yet, with regard to Practice, it 
“ is as if it were falfe; fo far as our Experience 
“¢ reaches, that is, to the whole of our prefent 
*¢ Life. And the practical Application of it, as 
“¢ true, always does, and.ever muft miflead us, 
“¢ in a moft dreadful manner, with refpeé to our 
¢ prefent Intereft. And how then, adds he, can 
“¢ People be fecure, that the fame Application of 
“¢ the fame Opinion may not miflead them alfo, 
“* in fome analogous manner, with refpect to a 
“¢ future, a more general, and more important 
“ Intereft?”—- From hence, as he goes on, the 
<¢ attentive Reader will fee it follow, that if up- 
“ on Suppofition of Freedom, the Evidence of 
“ Religion be conclufive, it remains fo, upon 
“¢ Suppofition of Neceffity; becaufe the Notion 
“ of Neceffity is not applicable to praétical Sub- 
«¢ jeéts: z.e. is, with refpect to them, as if it 
“¢ were not true.” 

Mr. Butler proceeds to prove this fame Point 
in a more argumentative Way, and reafons upon 
it with a Degree of Evidence, that, if I miftake 
not, will furmount every Objection. Indeed, 
( without determining for or againft Fate or Ne- 
ceffity) it has long been my own Opinion, that 
the Notion of it was not fo direétly inconfift- 
ent with Religion, either as to its Sanctions or 
Obligations, but that they might reft undifturb- 
ed thereby, upon the very fame Footing, with 
regard to us, as if the Hypothefis of Liberty 
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were allowed of ; notwithflanding the general I- 
magination to the contrary. I am not talking on 
the Scheme of thofe who unwarrantably jumble 
Liberty and Neceffity together in their Syftem of 
Religion: allowing us an unlimited Freedom to 
Evil, and, as it were, forcing Agency upon us 
when that is an Objeét, but depriving us of it 
entirely, with refpect to Good; but I am fpeak- 
ing on the Suppofition of univerfal phyfical Ne- 
ceffity, in which all Beings (not excepting the 
Deity) are involved.——Jn this I do not pretend 
to agree with our learned Author, who argues 
only hypothetically for the Confiftency of Ne- 
ceffity with God’s moral Government, while he 
abfolutely denies it; declaring the Doétrine of 
Fatalifm to be, in the ftricteft Senfe, ** a Contra- 
“¢ di€tion to the whole Contftitution of Nature, 
“¢ and to what we may every Moment experience 
“¢ in ourfelves, and fubverfive of every thing.” 
But I own I do not fee any inevitable Contradiction 
between WNecefiity and the whole Conftitution of 
Nature, nor think what we experience in our- 
felves, a certain Proof of Liberty. However, I 
am far from profefling myfelf in Favour of Fata- 
lifm, and utterly renounce all the Confequences 
too often deduced from it, as Encouragements to 
Vice and Diforder. Truth can never be in Op- 
pofition to Goodnefs ; and if the Notion of Ne- 
ceffity cannot be reconciled with that, it muft be 
falfe. But are they not reconcileable, {feein 
Goodnels neceffarily exifts ? I would be glad 
to fee this Matter more fatisfactorily cleared up 
than it has yet been, by fome able Hand. And [ 
wifh, that fuch were under no Difcouragements, 
thro’ Fear of Contumely or Contempt, from 
fettling the Limits of Truth, and bringing Con- 
troverfies that can be determined to an J a, 
rom 
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From the whole of this Chapter it muft (our 
Author fays) follow, that ‘a Neceflity fuppo- 
“ fed poflible, and reconcileable with the Con- 
“ ftitution of things, does in no fort prove that 
“© the Author of Nature will not, nor deftroy 
“ the Proof that he will, finally and upon the 
“© whole, in his eternal Government, render his 
“¢ Creatures happy or miferable, by fome means 
“© or other, as they behave well or ill.” Or, in 
Words conformable to the Title of the Chapter, 
“6 the Analogy of Nature fhews us, that the O- 
“¢ pinion of Neceflity, confidered as praétical, is 
“ faife.” 

The feventh, which is the laft Chapter of the 
firft Part, relates to Zhe Government of God, con- 
fidered as a Scheme or Conftitution, imperfectly com- 
prebended. Here Mr. Butler obferves, that tho’ 
it cannot but be acknowledged, that the Analo- 
gy of Nature gives a {trong Credibility to the ge- 
neral Doétrine of Religion, and to the feveral 
particular things contained in it, confidered as fo 
many Matters of Fact; and likewife that it fhews 
this Credibility not to be deftroy’d by any Noti- 
ons of Neceflity: yet ftill, Objeétions may be 
infifted upon, againft the Wifdom, Equity, and 
Goodnefs of the divine Government implied in 
the Notion of Religion, and againft the Method 
by which this Government is conducted; to 
which Objeétions, Analogy can be no direét An- 
{wer. But then, “ if, upon. Suppofition of a 
“ moral Conftitution of Nature, and a moral 
“ Government over it, Analogy fuggefts that this 
“© Government muft be a conneéted Scheme; 
“ and yet a Scheme fo imperfe&ly comprehend- 
“ ed, and of fuch a fort in other refpeéts, as to 
“ afford a direct general Anfwer to all Objections 
“ apainft the Juftice and Goodnefs of it: then 
| C 3 “ Anala- 
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«¢ Analogy is, remotely, of great Service in an- 
“ fwering thofe Objections, both by fuggefting 
«¢ the Anfwer, and fhewing it to be a credible 
6° one.” 

Now this, upon Enquiry, Mr. Butler fays, 
will be the Cafe. For, Firff, Upon Suppofition 
God exercifes a moral Government over the 
World, the Analogy of his natural Government 
renders it credible, that his moral Government 
muft be a Scheme, quite beyond our Compre- 
henfion: And this affords a general Anfwer to all 
Objections againft the Juftice and Goodnefs of it. 
And, Secondly, A more diftinét Obfervation of 
fome particular Things contained in God’s Scheme 
of natural Government, the like to which, be- 
ing fuppofed, by Analogy, to be contained in 
his moral Government, will farther fhew, how 
little Weight is to be laid upon thefe Objeétions. 

Our Author infifts upon both thefe Heads with 
great Copioufnefs in the Sequel of this Chapter ; 
which may indeed be regarded as one of the moft 
curious Parts of this excellent Treatife: wherein, 
as it appears to me, he has gone as far in vindica- 
ting the Adminiftration both of the natural and 
moral World, as any other Writer. And tho’ I 
fear what he has faid will not enervate every Ob- 
jection, nor fatisfy every Doubter; yet it is gain- 
ing a confiderable Point to evince, as I think he 
has done, ** the Certainty of moral Obligations, 
“ notwithftanding our (perhaps) incurable Ig- 
*¢ norance of the Fitnefs of many Difpenfations 
6 of Providence, in which we are mainly inte- 
“ refted; our Inability ever to account for the 
“ whole of the divine Condu& towards us; or 
** our Uncertainty of the final Confequences of 
“¢ obferving or violating them.” Or to exprefs 
it, as the admirable Author has done, in that 
| beautiful 
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beautiful Recapitulation which clofes this firft 
Part of the Work; “ The Credibility of Reli- 
« gion, arifing from Experience and Faéts, is 
*¢ fully fufficient, in Reafon, to engage Men to 
“ Jive in the general Practice of all Virtue and 
“¢ Piety; under the ferious Apprehenfion, tho’ it 
“* fhould be mixed with fome Doubt, of a righ- 
** teous Adminiftration eftablifhed in Nature, and 
“¢ a future Judgment in confequence of it: Efpe- 
“* cially when we confider, how very queftion- 
“¢ able it is, whether any thing at all can be gain- 
“* ed by Vice; how unqueftionably little, as well 
“¢ as precarious, the Pleafures and Profits of it 
“¢ are at the beft; and how foon they muft be 
“© parted with at the longeft.” 








HERE is juft now imported, for Paul 

Vaillant in the Strand, a new Edition, in 
Latin, of the Works of that moft celebrated 
Englifo Phyfician Dr. Thomas Sydenham, under 
the following Title: Tuoma SypENHAM Med. 
Doé. ac prattict Londinenfis celeberrimi Opera 
Medica; in Tomos duos divifa: Editio novifime 
aliis omnibus que precefferunt multo emaculatior, &f 
novis additamentis ditior. Imo Indice Alphabeticd 
locupletiflimo iz Loco Eleuchi Rerum /uffec?é, 
utilifime ornata. Tom. duo. Geneve, apud Fra- 
tres de Tournes. 1736. This Collection is in 
Quarto; the firft Volume contains 711 Pages, the 
fecond, 768. 

The Bookfeller in his Preface to the Reader 
affures the Publick, that this Impreffion is more 
corre&t than any of the foregoing. But what 
gives it its chief Value above thofe is, the Addi- 
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tion of very exact and copious Indexes, which 
are, ina fort, Epitomies of the Treatifes they re- 
fer to. Tho’ this Colleétion goes under the Name 
of Sydenham, {carcely one half of it belongs to 
that illuftrious Author. The greateft Part of the 
firft Tome only is his; for there is included in 
that a large Tract of Sir David Hamilton’s, enti- 
tuled, De Fesre Mictarr feu Vesicunarti. 
To which is added, Fesris Mirraris Hifforia- 
yum Fafciculus. As allo, Di/putatio Medica de 
Catcu.o Vesic#, per Philippum Rofe; and 
Martin Lifter’s Differtatio Medicinalis de Cacu- 
to Humano, &c. | 

The fecond Tome confifts of above fifty di- 
ftinét Pieces by the moft eminent German, Hun- 
garian and Italian Doctors. They compofe a ve-~ 
ry ufeful Supplement to Dr. Sydenham’s Hittories 
of Epidemical Diftempers, which terminate in 
the Year 1683 and relate only to London, the 
Scene of that great Man’s Practice. Thefe bring 
down the Account to 1730, and relate the Epi- 
demical Difeafes of a great many Years and Pla- 
ces. It is impertinent to obferve what Service 
fuch Obfervations as thefe are of, efpecially to 
young unexperienced Phyficians, and confequent- 
ly to the main Body of Mankind, who are like 
to be their Patients. Thefe feleéted by our Edi- 
tors are tranfmitted us by the moft judicious 
Hands. There are inferted in this laft Edition, 
fome which were not in any of the former, and 
they are all digefted into a more regular Series. 
At the End are added two Differtations of the 
learned Dr. William Mu/grave’s: one, De Arthri- 
date Symptomatica; the other, De Arthridate A- 
nomala, five interna. , 
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ARTICLE IV. 


CONSIDERATIONS upon fome paffages of 
a Differtation concerning the Dottrine of 
Fluxions, publifhed by Mr. Robins in the 
Republick of Letters for April Jaf. By 
Philalethes Cantabrigienfis. 


I. O enter into controverfy for any other 

caufe than that of Truth, is beneath the 
character of a man of letters: But to perfift in 
difpute, when he is clearly fhown his error, when 
his mind is under ftrong and invincible convic&ti- 
on, were much more unworthy of fuch a cha- 
racter. Flatter himfelf as he may, whoever acts 
_ fo difingenuous a part, can never pafs for what he 
would appear to be. The eye of the judicious 
and attentive reader will eafily difcern him; nor 
can it be difficult even for the lefs intelligent, 
to diftinguifh between him and the fincere defen- 
der of Truth alone. The advocate for Truth will 


always be known by the following particulars of 
his conduc. — 


II. He will keep clofe to the points in difpute, 
with as little mixture as poflible of foreign mat- 
ter. 

He will not begin de novo every time he writes, 
to embarrafs and perplex his reader; but will re- 
fume the difpute juft where his adverfary left ~" 
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He will ftudy plainnefs and perfpicuity, endea- 
vouring always to fet the point in the cleareft and 
ftrongeft light; and will be careful to avoid am- 
biguity as much as poflible. 

He will talk as little as may be in general terms: 
On the contrary, whenever it fhall be neceffar 
to clearing up the point in hand, he will defcend 
to the minuteft particulars, and the moft circum- 
ftantial examination. More efpecially, if his op- 
ponent have already done fo. 

He will at all times be ready to give fatisfacti- 
on, in cafe of any queftion, or challenge, from 
the perfon he difputes with. 

He will not omit taking notice of any argu- 
ment brought againft him; much lefs will he pafs 
by in filence, fuch as are the ftrongeft and moft 
forcible. 

He will be fo far from leffening the ftrength of 
any objection, by reprefenting it unfairly and im- 
perfectly, that he will, if poffible, fer it in a 
ftronger and fuller light than it was urged in by 
his antagoniff. 

He will quote the words of his opponent, or 
of other writers, fairly and exaétly, not giving 
his own paraphrafe as if it were their expreifion; 
nor leaving out part of their words, or adding 
others of his own, in order to change or difguife 
the meaning; nor will he, with the fame intent, 
omit citing any material paflage, following and 
explaining the paflage cited by him. 

He will not impute any opinions to his antago- 
nift, which he does not hold, much lefs when he 
manifeftly holds the contrary opinions. 

He will take the words of the Authors he 
quotes, in that fenfe which is agreeable to their 
conftant doctrine, and the general tenour of their 
writings, if the words are fairly capable of fuch 

| a fenfe; 
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a fenfe; and will not wreft them to another mean- 
ing more for his purpofe. 

He will not endeavour to impofe upon his 
reader, by confident affertions inftead of proof, 
by faying a thing is moft evident, moft manifeft, 
moft evidently appears, is exprefly declared or af- 
firmed, where there is no foundation for fuch af- 
feverations, but rather the contrary. 


III. How far my behaviour, in the difpute I 
have unwillingly been engaged in by Mr. Rodins, 
has been agreeable to thefe rules, is fubmitted to 
my reader’s judgment. I can truly fay, I have 
endeavoured it fhould be fo, and fhall continue to 
endeavour it. And as a farther mark of my re- 
gard to Truth, I fhall divide what I have to fay, 
into diftinét fections, the particulars being now 
grown too numerous for a divifion into heads 
only, in the method I ufed in November latt; that 
if Mr. Robins thinks fit to take the fame courfe, 
his fe&tions may be compared with mine, in .or- 
der to make the truth more evidently appear. [I 
am afraid, the reader will find it highly neceflary 
fo to compare us. 


IV. In the firft fixteen pages of this Diferta- 
tion, I apprehend myfelf to have, direély at leaft, 
little or no concern; and may therefore leave them 
to the followers of Meflieurs Cavalieri, Leibnit2, 
Bernoulli, Parent and others, who are all very fe~ 
verely, though perhaps not altogether unjuftly 
handled in thofe pages. But I muft needs fay, 
my learned friend, the Author of the Analyf, is 
much too hardly dealt with. I have had, it is 
true, fome little difference with that Gentleman ; 
notwithftanding which, I have ftill good nature 
enough left, to defend him againft the unjuft re- 
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proaches of Mr. Robins, but that I am fenfible he 
is very capable of doing it himfelf, and I have at 
prefent too much other bafinefs upon my hands. 
Only, as in two or three places I apprehend a de- 
fign to wound me through his fides, felf-prefer- 
vation will there oblige me to vindicate both him 
and myfelf; and if he will do me the honour to 
ftand behind my fhield, I fhall ufe my beft endea- 
vours to bring him off fafe and unhurt. 


V. Mr. Robins tells us,* “* This writer, for the 
“ fupport of his objections againft this doétrine, 
(of Fluxions ) found it neceflary to reprefent the 
‘¢ idea of fluxions as infeparably conneéted with 
“ the doctrine of prime and ultimate ratios, in- 
“ termixing this plain and fimple defcription of 
«© fluxions with the terms ufed in that other do- 
“¢ érine, to which the idea of fluxions has no 
“¢ relation: and at the fame time by confounding 
“© this latter doétrine with the method of Leib- 
“¢ witz and the foreigners, has proved himfelf to- 
“ tally unskill’d in both. 

“¢ Thefe two methods of Sir U/aac Newton are 
“ fo abfolutely diftinét, that their Author had 
“¢ formed his idea of Fluxions before his other 
“ method was invented, and that method is no 
“ otherwife made ufe of in the do€trine of fluxi- 
¢ ons, than for demonftrating the proportion be- 
¢© tween different fluxions.” 

How fairly the conduét of my Friend and Cor- 
refpondent is here reprefented,+ I fhall leave te 
him or others to confider. The queftion with me 
is, Whether the ¢wo methods, as Mr. Robins calls 
them, of Sir //aac Newton, are abfolutely diftin®; 
whether the idea of fluxions has no relation to the 
method of prime and ultimate ratios. 


And 


* Pag. 294. + Vid. Anal. p. 6, 7. 





poet bee, beet me SS 


-_ m—_-_ +4 Bea _ eed § heel 





Art. 4. the Republick of Letters. 49 


And here, I fuppofe, I may take it for grant- 
ed, that by the idea of fluxions Mr. Robins means 
the doctrine or method of fluxions. For if he 
meant any thing elfe, he would not have ufed the 
words, this latter docirine, thefe two methods: nox 
could he have inferred, that, becaufe Sir J/aac 
Newton had formed his idea of fluxions before his 
method of firft and laft ratios was invented, that 
therefore his method of fluxions was ab/olutely 
diftinét from his doétrine of firft and laft ratios. 

This therefore being allow’d me, that by the 
idea of fluxions I am to underftand the method of 
fluxions, I proceed to enquire whether the me- 
thod of fluxions bas uo relation to the method of 
firft and laft ratios, whether the firft of thefe me- 
thods be ab/olutely diftiné from the laft. 

And here Mr. Robins himfelf gives me great 
affiftance. In this very paflage I learn from him, 
that the method of firft and laft ratios is made ufe of 
in the dottrine of fluxions, for demonfirating the pro= 
portion between different fluxions. 

From him likewife 1 underftand, that * i¢ zs by 
means of this proportion ONLY, that fluxions are ap- 
plied to geometrical ufes. 

If fo; it fhould feem, that the method of flu- 
xions fhould have fome relation to that of firft and 
laft ratios, that it fhould not be ab/olutely diftiné 
from it; nay, that the former could not poffibly 
be formed before the latter was invented. 

But why fo much pother about this diftin&ion ? 
I fee no other ufe of it than to vindicate the Title 
page of Mr. Robins’s Difcourfe concerning Fluxions, 
where thro’ inadvertence there happens to be an 
Stoo much. Were it not for that, we might as 
well fuppofe the doctrine of firft and laft propor- 
tions to be a part, or indeed to be the foundation 
of the method of fluxions. It 


* Difcourfe upon Fluxions, £. 6. 
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It has been faid indeed, that f after what had 
been written, (by Mr. Robins I fuppofe) z+ /eemed 
fearce poffible any longer to confound thefe two me- 
thods together. But to this the Author of the A- 
nalyft and I may plead in excufe, that our pieces 
were publifh’d before Mr. Robins’s Difcour/e. His 
inftrution came too late. 

Ay, but * Sir Ifaac Newton bim/elf has diftin- 
guifoed them, and when Mr. Robins conjfiders how 
expre/sly he has done fo, be owns him/felf furprifed, 
that this miftake fhould ever have been made. 

As Mr. Robins does not tell us where this ex- 
prefs diftinction of Sir J/aac’s is to be met with, 
I have been at the pains to turn overall his works, 
in order to find it, not forgetting the account ot 
the Commercium Epiftolicum in Philof'Tr. N° 342. 
which Mr. Robins, I know not upon what foun- 
dation, afcribes to that Great Man. The refult 
of my inquiry is as follows. 

Sir J/faac, in his Treatife of the Quadrature of 
Curves and the Introduétion to it, and Lemma. 2. 
L.A. Princip. does not only intermix bis plain and 
fimple defcription of fluxions with the terms ufed in 
that other dottrine, as moments, momentaneous 
increments, nafcent and evanefcent augments or 
increments, and their firft and laft proportions, 
but fays towards the end of the Introduction, Si- 
milibus argumentis per methodum rationum primarum 
CP ultimarum colligt poffunt fluxiones in cafibus qui- 
bufcunque. From which words it feems to me, 
that the method of fluxions fas fome relation to 
that other doétrine, that the tewo methods are not 
abfolutely diftinét. 

But farther in the account of the Commercium 
Epiftolicum, which, whether written by Sir J/aac 

Newton 


+ Republick of Letters for Osler, p. 262. 
* Tbidem., 
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Newton or not, I make ‘no doubt was agreeable 
to his fentiments, as having been fome years after- 
wards republifh’d in Latin with his confent and 
approbation, that method ‘is called * the Method 
of Fluxions and Moments, + the method of tmoments, 
{| bis method of moments, and again § the method of 
fluxions and moments, with other paflages to the 
fame purpofe. Now t momentum is a term apper- 
taining to the docivine of prime and ultimate ratios 
only, according to Mr. Robins. It fhould feem 
therefore to be no great miftake, if my Friend 
and I fhould take the method of fluxions, and 
the method of prime and ultimate ratios, to be 
one and the fame method. But enough of this. 

VI. Mr. Robins goes on to charge this learned 
Perfon with a .. twofold miftake. The firft of 
thefe miftakes appears to me to be of fo little con- 
fequence, at leaft to relate fo little to me, that I 
fhall fay nothing about it 

But in the fecond, though it is not direétly 
charged upon me, 1 apprehend myfelf to be nor 
a little concern’d. 

* He, it is faid, always reprefents thefe augmen- 
“ ta nafcentia, not as finiteindeterminate quanti- 
“ ties, the neareft limit. of whofe continually va- 
“¢ rying proportions is here called their firft ra- 
“ tio, but as quantities juft ftarting out from non- 
“ exiftence, and yet not arrived at any magni- 
“ tude, like the infinitefimals of the differential 
“© calculus.” 

That this Gentleman has reprefented the aug- 
menta nafcentia like the infinitefimals of the differen- 
tial calculus, which are fixed, determinate, inva- 

riable 

* Philof. Tranf. p. 173- + Ibid. p. 176, 

“f] Ibid. p. 177. 
$ Ibid. p. 179. 
t Republick of Letters for O40. p. 263. 
-". Republick of Letters for 4pri/, p. 294; 
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riable quantities, I no where find; nor will the 
Reader find that I have any where done fo; nor 
that either of us have ever fpoke of them as de- 
terminate quantities. But that we have reprefent- 
ed them as indeterminate quantities juft flarting out 
from non-exiftence, and yet not arrived at any mag- 
nitude, and not as finite quantities, | am very free 
to own, and apprehend we are both juftified in 
fo doing, by she expre/s words of Sir aac New- 
ton. Cave||, fays that great Man, in {peaking of 
the augmenta nafcentia, by the name of momenta, 
or incrementa momentanea, intellexeris particulas fi- 
nitas. Particule finite non {unt momenta, fed quan- 
titates ipfe ex momentis genita. Lntelligenda [unt 
principia jamjam nafcentia finitarum magnitudinum. 

And inthe account of the Commercium Epi/to- 
licum, to which Mr. Robins fo often appeals, it is 
faid, * Mr. Newton reprefented moments by the re- 
Etangles under the fluxions and the moment 0, when 
he wrote his Analyfis; and + in his calculus there is 
but one infinitely little quantity reprefented by a [ym- 
bol, the /ymbol o; it is alfo faid, § Prick’d letters 
never fignify moments, unle/s when they are multi- 
plied by the moment o either expreft or underftood to 
make them infinitely little, and then the rettangles 
are put for moments. 

Moments therefore are not finite quantities, but 
infinitely little in the fenfe of Sir J/aac Newton. 
And if it be faid that, when Sir J/aac Newton 
wrote his Analyfis, he proceeded upon the prin- 
ciples of indivifibles, I reply, that thisis not true: 
For the quantities, which Sir J/aac Newton calls 
infinitely little, are widely different from the in- 


finitely {mall quantities in the method of indivifi- 
bles, 


]} Lemm. 2. L. II. Princip. 
* Philof. Tranf. N°, 342. p. 205. 
t Ibid. 2. 205. § Ibid. p. 204, 
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bles, as I fhall have occafion particularly to fhew 
by and by. Inthe mean time I would obferve, 
that though this 4valy/is was written in or before 
the year 1669, yet the paflages I have juft now 
quoted, were written in the year 1717, long af- 
ter the method of fluxions and of firftand laft pro- 
portions was perfected by Sir /aac Newton. And 
I mutt obferve farther, we are told inthe account 
fo often quoted, that * Mr. Newton u/éd the letter 
0 in his Analyfis written in or before the year 1669, 
and in his book of Quadratures, and in his Princi- 
pia Philofophia, and stiuu ufes it in the very 
fame fenfe as at firf. If therefore we would know 
in what fenfe Sir J/aac Newton ufed the letter 0, 
which reprefents the only infinitely {mall quanti- 
ty ufed in his calculus, we need only turn to the 
Principia or his book of Quadratures, to be in- 
formed of it. 

But Mr. Rodins fays, our notion of the aug- 
menta nafcentia ~ is contrary to the expre/s words 
of Sir Ifaac Newton, and quotes the following 
paflage againft us. § Lu finitis quantitatibus ana- 
lyfin fic inftituere, &F finitarum nafcentium vel eva- 
nefcentium rationes primas vel ultimas inveftigare 
confonum eft geometrie veterum: &§ volui oftendere, 
quod in methodo fluxionum non opus fit figuras infi- 
nite parvas in geometriam introducere. 

In anfwer to this I would obferve, that Sir 
Lfaac Newton is not here purpofely defcribing 
or defining his moments or augments, as in the 
paffages 1 have above quoted: but his defign 
in this paflage is to defend his method of Fluxi- 
ons, and to fhew it to be agreeable to the Geo- 
metry of the Ancients; and he only {peaks of his 

JuLy 1736. D quantitates 


* Philof. Tranf. N° 342. p. 204. 
+ Republick of Letters for Apri/, 1736, p. 295, 
§ Introdué. ad Quadratur. 
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quantitates nafcentes vel evane/centes in a tranfient 
manner. Therefore this paflage is by no means 
fo proper to fhew his fentiment about the magni- 
tude of thofe quantities, as the other paflages 
I have above quoted, where they are purpofely 
defcribed. 

However, fince Mr. Robins has thought fit to 
quote this paflage againft us, it will be neceflary 
to confider it. I apprehend therefore, that by 
the words finitarum nafcentium vel evanefcentium, 
it was not meant that nafcent or evanefcent 
quantities were finite at the inftant of their ori- 
gin, or at the inftant of their vanifhing, when 
their firft or laft proportions are determined: but 
that a quantity juft beginning to exift, or as Mr. 
Robins exprefles it, u/t farting out from non-ex- 
ifience, might by flowing or growing, become 
finite; and Jikewife that a finite quantity by 
decreafing fine fine, fine limite, ad infinitum, 
may at laft vanifh into nothing, or ceale to ex- 
ift. 

Agreeable to this explication is the following 
paflage, taken from the account of the Com. Ep. 
«© When * he is demonftrating any propofition, 
“¢ he ufes the letter o for a finitemoment of time, 
“ or of its exponent, or of any quantity flowing 
“¢ uniformly, and performs the whole calculation 
“¢ by the Geometry of the Ancients in finite fi- 
“¢ sures or fchemes without any approximation: 
<¢ and fo foon as the calculation is at an end, and 
“¢ the equation is reduced, he fuppofes that the 
6¢ moment o decreafes in infinitum and vanifhes.” 

This feems to me to be a paflage parallel to that 
quoted by Mr. Rodins, and, being more explicit 
and plain, may ferve to explain the other, and a 
very clear and full example fuited to this explica- 

tion 
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tion is to be found in the + Analyfis of 1669, 
and other fuch examples in that very Introdu- 
ction to the Quadratures, from which Mr. Ro- 
bins’s paflage is taken. 1 muft add a word ortwo 
about the conclufion of this paflage, quoted by 
Mr. Robins, Volui oftendere, quod in methodo flu- 
xionum non opus fit figuras infinite parvas in geome= 
triam introducere. ‘This will be eafily under- 
ftood, by a little reflexion upon the feveral ex- 
amples Sir Z/aac has juft been affigning, of the 
proportion between different fluxions, and upon 
the other paflage juft now quoted from the ac= 
count of the Commercium Epiftolicum. 

For in thofe examples, the augments that Sir 
Ifaac {ets before us, that he inmtroduces into his geo~ 
metry, are all finite, and reprefented in finite fi- 
gures agreeable to the Geometry of the dncients. 
He has no occafion to introduce any figures infi- 
nitely fmall, as is done by the followers of Monf. 
Leibnitz. For when he comes to find the ‘pro- 
portion of the fluxions, he has no more to do, 
but to fuppofe that the finite augments decreafe 
in infinitum and vanifh; by which means he finds 
their laft proportion, which is the fame with that 
of the fluxions, and may be expounded by any 
lines whatfoever which are proportional to them. 

But though, on opus fit, there be no neceflity 
of introducing figures infinitely {mall into Geo~ 
metry, yet Sir J/aac tells us immediately after, * 
the Analyfis may be performed in any figures 
whatfoever, whether finite, or infinitely {mall, 
provided they are fuppofed to be fimilar to the e= 

D 2 vanefcent 
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* Peragi tamen poteft analyfis in figuris quibufcumq; fez 
finitis feu infinite parvis que figuris evanefcentibus fing untur 
fimiles, ut & in figuris que per methodos indivifibilium pro 
infinite parvis haberi folent, modo caute procedas. 
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vanefcent figures; as alfo in fuch figures as by the 
methods of indivifibles are ufually taken for infi- 
nitely {mall, provided you proceed with caution. 
Parallel to which is the following paflage, whiclr 
comes immediately after that already quoted from 
the Commercium Epiftolicum. ** When he is not 
“ demonftrating, but only inveftigating a propo- 
“© fition, for making difpatch, he fuppoies the 
<6 moment 0 to be infinitely little, and forbears to 
“© write it down, and ufes all manner of approxi- 
“© mations, which he conceives will produce no 
“© error in the conclufion.” 

Thefe two paffages need no comment, they 
are manifeftly written with a view to one ano- 
ther, and explain one another. In one we have 
Sir J/aac Newton's own practice for making difpatch, 
with his caution for avoiding error in the conclu- 
fion. In the other he tells us what we may do, if 
we pleafe; but hints, that when we leave the me- 
thod he obferves, in fuppofing his infinitely {mall 
figures to be fimilar to the evanefcent ones, and 
come to make ufe of the infinitely {mall figures 
of the method of indivifibles, we muft proceed 
with caution. Of the want of this caution Mr. 
Robins * has collected feveral examples. But it is 
now time to come to what more immediately con- 
cerns mylelf. 


VII. After taking notice that I have interpre- 
ted the firft Lemma of the Principia after a mane 
ner fomething different from himfelf, Mr. Robins 
fays that my 7 ‘Interpretation does not afcribe to 
“© the word given, ufled by Sir Z/aac Newton in 
“© this lemma, the true fenfe of that word in Geo- 
“ metry, but fuppofes it to ftand for affgnable; 
“¢ whereas it properly fignifies only what is aétu- 
“ ally affigned.” Iam 


® Repub, of Lett. for April, 1736. p. 303. Ibid.-p. 307. 
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I am very free to acknowledge, that the word 
given, in Geometry does properly fignify what is 
actually afligned. If a Geometrician fpeaks of 
a given quantity, he means a quantity actually af- 
figned, onecertain, determinate quantity, andno 
other. ‘Thus far we are agreed. 

But if he ufes the words amy given quantity, 
does he then mean a quantity actually affigned ? 
One certain, determinate quantity, and no other? 
Or does he intend any quantity whatever, any 
quantity that may be given, or affigned? 

Sir J/aac Newton in this lemma ules the words 
data quavis differentia, any given difference, by 
which, | apprehend, he intends any afflignable 
difference, any difference that can or may be af- 
figned ; for otherwife the demonftration Mr. Robins 
fo often appeals to, cannot be conclufive. The diffe- 
rence reprefented by D in that demonftration, is 
manifeftly any difference that can be affligned by the 
objector, and to have fuch a difference is faid tobe 
contrary to the hypothefis, by which the quanti- 
ties were to come nearer together than any given 
difference. Confequently, any difference that can 
be affigned, is with Sir //aac Newton an equivalent 
expreffion to any given difference ; and furely him- 
felf muft be the bett interpreter of his own words. 

If this authority be not fatisfactory, I muft 
have recourfe to that of a perfon, whom nobody 
fhould fufpeé& of any inaccuracy in ftyle, as ha- 
ving fo laudably fignalized his zeal to preferve pro- 
priety of expreffion and perfpicuity of conception in 
mathematical matters; who freely acknowledges, 
that he has not vindicated this dottrine, unle/s he 
foall be found to have accommodated to it a clear and 
unexceptionable mode of exprefion; who bas often 
lamented the negligence of geometrical writers in re- 
card to their fiyle and dittion, and who has more 
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once fhown himfelf diffatishied, even with Sir 
Tfaac Newton, at being le/s * exaét in the choice of 
his expreffions, as fometimes deviating | from the 


utmoft propriety of expreffion, as\\ ufing fome loofe 
and indiftiptt expreffions refembling thofe of indivi- 


fibles. 


This Gentleman, in explaining this very Lem- 
ma, and illuftrating it by examples, has with 
great variety of diction given the fenfe of thefe 
words, data quavis differentia, in manner follow- 
ing. 

Any * line that can be named. Any ° quan- 
tity how minute foever, that CAN BE ASSIGN- 
ED. Some AssIGNABLE diftance. Any ‘ other 
ASSIGNABLE proportion. The © neareft limit, 
that CAN BE ASSIGNED. Any ‘degree of nearnefs 
whatever. Any ® fpace that can be propofed. 
Any ° difference that can be named. Any ‘ diffe- 
rence that can be Propoted. Any * ASSIGNABLE 
difference. Any’ other that CAN BE ASSIGNED. 
Any ™ {pace that sHALL BE ASSIGNED. Any “dif- 
ference whatever that may be propofed. Any ° 
magnitude thatihall be propofed. Any ” AssiGn- 
ABLE magnitude. Any ° difference than CAN BE 
ASSIGNED. Any * difference that CAN BE AS- 
SIGNED. Any * whatever that fhould be propo- 
fed. 

Many more paffages of like nature might be 

roduced from the Di/cour/e abovemention’d, and 
from the Defences of it publifhed in the Repub- 


lick 
* Republick of Letters for OZober, p. 270. 
+ Ibid. p. 264. | Ibid. p. 258. 
2 Difcourfe upon Fluxions, p. 46. > Ibid. p. 48. 
. Bee 8 Pa aS ER ge. 
& Ibid. Pisa ~ (Bish... * B. 56. i 


P. 57. 
m P, 61. n Thid. © Ibid. P Ibid. 4 P. 62 
2 Tbid. oP. 6s. 
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lick of Letters for Oftober, and for December \att. 

And in this very Differtation, in the page im- 
mediately preceding that which contains the ani- 
madverfion upon me, after preparing the mind of 
the Reader for @ fhort reprefentation of the true 
fenfe, in which Sir Waac Newton’s phrafeology 
ought to be underflood, Mr. Robins is pleafed to 
expound the words in queftion by any difference 
how minute foever, that CAN BE ASSIGNED. T 

Laftly, to remove all doubt and fcruple, in the 
following fentence he gives us to underitand, that 
the expreflion, any difference how minute foever 
being given, is confonant to the abovefaid repre/en- 
tation of Sir Ifaac Newton’s meaning. Any given 
difference is therefore, in Mr. Robins’s opinion, 
confonant to any difference that can be affigned. 

lt this defence be not fatisfa€tory, I fhall 
not pretend to offer a fuller vindication. 


VII. Mr. Robins goes on thus. “ Pbilale- 
© zbes infinuates that by our interpretation, and 
“© the forementioned remark upon it, Sir J/aac 
“¢ Newton is rendered obnoxious to the charge of 
* firft f{uppofing what he would prove, and with 
“¢ proving only what he has before fuppofed. But 
* our interpretation cannot poflibly mean lefs 
© than this, that thofe quantities and ratios will 
“© have no laft difference,” €9c. 

Which interpretation is Mr. Robins here {peak- 
ing of? Before this infinuation of Philalethes in 
Fan. \aft, Mr. Robins had already publithed three 
different interpretations of the Lemma in queltion, 
which Lemma it may therefore be proper once 
more to fet before the Reader, together with the 
fuppofitions therein contained, as we publifhed 
them in the Republick of Letters for November latt.* 

D 4 LEMMA. 


* Pag. 371. 
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LEMMA. 


Duantitates, ut (FP quantitatum rationes, que ad 
equalitatem tempore quovis finito confianter tendunt, 
E9 ante finem temporis illius propius ad imvicem ac- 
cedunt quam pro data quavis differentia, fiunt ulti- 
mo eguales. . 


In this Lemma are contained the four following 
fuppofitions. 

1. That the quantities, or ratios, conftantly 
tend to equality, ad «gualitatem conftanter ten- 
dunt, 

2. During fome finite time, that either happens 
to be determined in any particular cafe, or elfe 
may be propofed and affumed at pleafure, ¢empore 
quovis finild, 

3. And come nearer together than to have any 
given difference, € propius ad invicem accedunt 
quam pro data quavis differentia, 

4. Before the end of that finite time, ante fi- 
nem temporis illius. 

If any one of thefe fuppofitions be omitted; 
much more if the fecond and fourth be left out; 
or if, with the Author of the Analy, we neg- 
le&t the firft, fecond and fourth; we can never 
juftly come at Sir //aac Newton’s conclufion, That, 
at laft, z.e. at the end of the given time, during 
which the quantities, or ratio’s, were fuppofed 
tr» tend conftantly to equality, they become equal, 
fount ultimo equales. 

I come now to confider Mr. Robins’s {everal 
interpretations of this Lemma. 

The firft interpretation is contained in his Di/- 
courfe upon Fluxions, p. 48. and is repeated in this 

Difertatien, being introduced as @ fort reprefen- 
tation of the true jcnfe, in which Mr. Robins ap- 
prebended 
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prebended Sir aac Newton’s phra/feology ought to 
be underftood. It runs thus: 

“* In this method any fix’d quantity, with fome 
“© varying quantity, by a continual augmentation 
*¢ or diminution, fhall perpetually approach, but 
“¢ never pafs, is confidered as the quantity, to 
“¢ which the varying quantity will at laft or ulti- 
“ mately become equal; provided the varying 
“ quantity can be made in its approach to the 
¢ other to differ from it by lefs than by any quan- 
“¢ tity how minute foever, that can be affigned.* 

In this interpretation the fecond and fourth of 
Sir J/aac’s {uppofitions are entirely omitted; and 
inftead of approaching during a finite time, the 
quantities are fuppofed to approach perpetually, 
that is, I fuppofe, to all eternity. Likewife in- 
ftead of Sir J/aac’s conclufion, they at laft become 
equal, we are told, they are confidered as at laft or 
ultimately becoming equal, and we are left to 
find out as well as we can, what is meant by the 
words at Jaft, or the term ultimately, whichlown 
I can no way difcover, in cafe of a perpetual, or 
eternal approach. 

To fupply the defect of this firft interpretation, 
Mr. Robins gave us a fecond interpretation in the 
Republick of Letters for Oftober latt, p. 254. where 
we are told “ the genuine meaning of the Lem- 
“© ma is, That thofe quantities are to be efteemed 
“ ultimately equal, and thole ratio’s ultimately 
“© the fame, which are perpetually approaching 
¢* each other in fuch a manner, that any difference 
“© how minute foever being given, a finite time 
«© may be affigned, before the end of which the 
“ difference of thofe quantities or ratio’s fhall be- 
“© come lefs than that given difference.” 

Here 


* Princ. Philof. Lib. I. Lemm. 1. 
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Here likewife the fecond fuppofition of Sir J- 
faac Newton is omitted, and inftead thereof the 
quantities or ratio’s are {uppofed to approach per- 
petually, as in the firft interpretation; and tho’ 
mention is now made of a finite time and of the 
end thereof, yet it is not done in the fame man- 
ner as in the Lemma itfelf. In the Lemma the fi- 
nite time precedes the difference; but Mr. Robins, 
in order to change the fenfe, has thought fit to 
place the difference firft, and afterwards to aflign 
a finite time. And his conclufion here is equaliy 
faulty with the conclufion of the firft interpreta- 
tion, the word confidered being only altered into 
the word effeemed. 

Immediately after this fecond interpretation 
Mr. Robins acquaints us, that Sir J/aac’s meaning 
in this Lemma will be beft known from the demon- 
firation annexed to it. Does Mr. Robins mean, 
that to read the demontftration firft, and the pro- 
pofition afterwards, is the beft way to know the 
meaning of the propofition? 

Mr. Robins goes on, “ By that it appears, Sir 
“¢ J/aac Newton did not mean, that any point of 
“ time was aflignable, wherein thefe varying 
“© magnitudes would become actually equal, or 
“6 the ratio’s really the fame; but oNLy that no 
“¢ difference whatever could be named, which 
“© they fhould not pafs.” 

To this interpretation and this remark I gave a 
full and diftinét anfwer in the Republick of Letters 
for November, p. 370, €Fc. in confequence where- 
of Mr. Rodins gave us a third interpretation in the 
Republick of Letters tor December, p. 442. and 
has fince greatly altered his remark in the Differ- 
tation which [ am now replying to. 

The third interpretation, which is faid to be 
the true interpretation, runs thus: 


“ Tf, 
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“¢ If, according to the moft ufual and authen- 
“ tick fignification of this phrafe, there is meant 
“© by the given difference, (N.B. Sir Z/aac’s phrafe 
“ is any given difference) in this Lemma, a diffe- 
“ rence firft affign’d, according to which the de- 
“¢ gree of approach of thefe quantities may be 
“6 afterwards regulated; then variable quantities 
“¢ or ratios, and their limits, tho’ they do never 
&¢ actually coincide, will come within the defcri- 
“ ption of this Lemma; fince the difference be- 
“¢ ing once aflign’d, the approach of thefe quan- 
“ tities may be fo accelerated, that in lefs than 
“ any given time the variable quantity, and its 
“ limit, fhall differ by lefs than the affign’d dif- 
“¢ ference. 

“6 Now that” this © is the true interpretation, 
“¢ will appear from the demonftration and appli- 
*¢ cation of this Lemma.” 

Here it is obfervable, that Sir Z/aac’s fecond 
fuppofition is omitted, the quantities not being 
fuppofed to approach one another during a given 
time, nor yet perpetually, as in the two former in- 
terpretations. Likewife the difference is again 
made to precede the time of approach, contrar 
to the order obferv’d by Sir J/aac Newton. Like- 
wife, inftead of any difference that can beaffign’d, 
as in the firft interpretation, or of any given dif- 
ference, as in the fecond interpretation, Mr. Ro- 
bins here fubftitutes @ difference firft affign’d, or a 
difference once affign’d. Likewife inftead of a fi- 
nite time may be affign’d, as in the fecond interpre- 
tation, he here fubftitutes any given time. Like- 
wife he tells us the degree of approach may be after- 
wards regulated, and the approach may be fo accele- 
vated, of which regulation and acceleration there is 
no mention in Sir //azac Newton’s Lemma. 
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Laftly, his conclufion, That the variable quan- 
tity, and its limit, fall differ by le/s than the affign'd 
difference, is widely different from Sir J/aac’s con- 
clufion, fiunt ultimo equales; and is indeed no o- 
ther than his third fuppofition, That the quantities 
approach uearer than any given difference, as I had 
more than infinuated in the Republick of Letters for 
Fanuary lat, p. 78, 82. where this Lemma of 
Sir /aac Newton, and particularly the conclufion 
of it, is very particularly and minutely confider- 
ed. 

Having finifhed this third interpretation, Mr. 
Robins, in order to convince us that this is the true 
interpretation, refers us to the demonftration and ap- 
plication of this Lemma. He gave us the fame 
good advice at the end of his fecond interpreta- 
tion. 

Let us therefore for once comply with Mr. Ro- 
bins fo far, as to fuppofe that this Lemma of Sir 
Tfaac Newton is not of itfelf intelligible ; but that 
it is neceffary to confult the demonftration, not 
only in order to be fatisfied that the Lemma is 
true, but to find out the meaning and true inter- 
pretation of the Lemma. 

The principal part of Mr. Robins’s true inter- 
pretation, and that upon which all the reft de- 
pends, is, that by the words any given difference, is 
meant a difference firft affigned, according to which 
the degree of approach of thefe quantities may be af- 
terwards regulated. Let us fee how far this inter- 
pretation will be warranted by the words of the 
demontftration. 

Dem. Si negas; fiant ultimo inequales, &F fit ea- 
rum ultima differentia D. Ergo nequeunt propius ad 
equalitatem accedere quam pro data differentia D; 
contra bypothefin. 


Here 
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Here the difference D is any difference that can 
be affigned by the objector, not at firf, nor yet 
during the tendency to equality; but at Jaf, ulti- 
mo, when the tendency to equality is entire! 
over, on which account it is called witima diffe- 
rentia: But this difference D is manifeftly the 
fame as any given difference in the Lemma; other- 
wife the having this difference D would not be 
contra bypothefin. ‘Therefore any given difference 
in the Lemma does not mean a difference firf aj- 
figned, but any difference that may be affigned at 
laft, after the celerity or degree of approach of thefe 
quantities 1s in every part determined. 

But now comes out a fourth interpretation, to 
tell us, “* Our interpretation” (fome one, ormore, 
I prefume, of the three former interpretations ) 
“© cannot poffibly mean lefs than this.” No tru- 
ly, [think not. For I cannot find that this has 
any meaning at alls at leaft it has no one, clear, 
determinate meaning, as every good interpretati- 
on ought to have. For what, in the name of 
perfpicuity, is the meaning of thefe words, That 
thofe quantities and ratio’s will have no laft diffe- 
vence? Is it that at Jaf they will have no diffe- 
rence? If fo; Mr. Robins and I are agreed, it be- 
ing indubitable, that thofe things are equal, which 
bave no difference. Or is it meant, that they will 
always have fome difference or other, but none 
of thefe differences can be called the /af#? Then 
I muft ask, how this can be the meaning of the 
words fiunt ultimo equales? Equal quantities have 
no difference at all. 

I muft obferve farther, that if the quantities do 
not become perfectly equal, if after the expirati- 
on of the finite time, they have any difference at 
all, they muft of necefflity have a laf difference. 
For fince their tendency to equality continues on- 
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ly to the end of the finite time, it is plain that 
whatever difference they have at the inftant the 
time is expired, can never grow lefs, but muft 
from that inftant continue their Jaf and only dif- 
ference to all eternity. 

I muft likewife ask another queftion, before I 
can underftand this interpretation. What am [ 
to underftand by the word perpetually ? Does it 
fignify the fame as conftantly during a finite time? 
Or does it ftand for endle/s/y, without end of time, 
to all eternity ? 

As the reft of this interpretation is the fame 
with the fecond, the faults of which I have al- 
ready fpecified, I fhall here forbear to mention 
them; and think it hardly worth while to take 
notice, that the regulation and acceleration talked of 
in the third interpretation, are now omitted. 

Iam perfuaded,it would puzzle even a/V—xz, to 
write a good Harmony upon thefe four interpreta- 
tions of Mr. Robins. For furely, one fhall hard- 
ly meet with a plain text more tortured by diver- 
fity of explications, in the Synopfis Criticorum it 
felf. But that is the work of many heads; thefe 
are the product of a fingle Commentator. Pof- 
fibly, fo fertile a Genius may fome time or other 
oblige us with a fifth interpretation ; and if there- 
by it may be clearly and particularly fhown, ei- 
ther that any two of thefe interpretations agree 
together, or that any one of them agrees with the 
Lemma they are defigned to interpret, I, for my 
part, fhall fet a greater value upon fuch fifth in- 
terpretation, than upon all the four former inter- 
pretations put together. 

IX. Mr. Robins goes on to fpeak * of “ two 
“° ways whereby good writers explain the ufe of 
“¢ terms they introduce: one is by exprefsly defi- 
ning 
* Page 308, 
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“¢ ning them; another, when, to avoid that for- 
“© mality, they convey the fenfe of fuch terms by 
“¢ their manner of uling them.” 

W hat the terms here hinted at are, I cannot ima- 

ine. I find no new term in the whole Lemma, 
at leaft the words fiuut ultimo equales are not new 
terms. 
+ * And to make appear, fays Mr. Robins, 
that Sir J/aac Newton by the demonftration an- 
“ nexed to this lemma, has fufficiently evinced, 
“¢ in what fenfe the lemma itfelf muft be under- 
“¢ ftood, and at the fame time to prove what that 
“6 fenfe is, it was fhewn, that this demonftration 
“¢ is no lefs applicable to quantities, which only 
“¢ approach without limit to the ratio of equality, 
“¢ than it will agree to fuch quantities, as at laft 
“© become actually equal.” 

Here we are again referred to the demonftra- 
tion, in order to underftand the fenfe of the Lem- 
wa. Surely Sir J/aac could be none of the good 
writers mentioned above; elfe we might under- 
{tand what he was about to prove, before we read 
the proof itfelf. But let us follow Mr. Robins 
in his own way. 

If I underftand the paragraph laft quoted, Mr. 
Robins is Now of opinion, that Sir Z/zac’s demon- 
{tration is applicable to /uch quantities, as at laft 
become attually equal, as well as to guantitics, 
which only approach without limit to the ratio of 
equality. 

And in this fentiment I am confirmed by what 
I find in the next page, “ that Sir J/aac Newton 
“¢ has neither demonttrated the actual equality of 
“¢ aLL quantities capable of being brought under 
“¢ this lemma, nor that he intended fo to do.” 
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<¢ ‘Whenever the quantities or ratio’s compared 
“¢ in this lemma are capable of an aétual equality, 
“© they mutt really become fo.” 

It feems therefore to be allowed me, that Sir 
_ Lfaac Newton has demonftrated the attual equality of 
SOME quantities, that fuch quantities as are capa- 
ble of an aétual equality, muft really become fo. And 
if they muft really become fo, they muft become 
fo at the end of a finite time. Therefore Sir /- 
faac’s lemma and demonttration, by Mr. Robins’s 
own confeffion, may be taken in the fenfe I have 
always underftood it in. 

Confequently, that Gentleman was much over- 
feen, when in the Republick of Letters for Offober, 
p. 25s. he was pleafed to fay, ** By the demon- 
“¢ ftration annexed to the lemma it appears, Sir 
“© Tfaac Newton did Nor mean, that any point of 
“ time was aflignable, wherein thefe varying 
“¢ magnitudes would become actually equal, or 
“¢ the ratios really the fame; but onty that no 
“ difference whatever could be named, which 
“ they fhould not pafs.” As likewife in telling 
us foon after, 6° It is evident, that No point of 
“¢ time can be affigned, wherein they are a¢tual- 
“ ly equal; for to fuppofe this were to affert, 
«¢ that the variation afcribed to thefe figures, tho” 
“© endlefs, could be brought to a period, and be 
“ perfectly accomplifhed; and thus we fhould 
«© return to” (the ufual fcarecrow ) “ the unin- 
“ telligible language of indivifibles.” It was 
eafy to fee, that in the month of December he 
was grown fenfible he had gone too far; and 
now this more plainly appears, not cnly by the 
paflages above quoted, wherein he allows of my 
interpretation, but by the new * edition of his 
remark, where with great dexterity, after the 
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* Republick of Letters /or April, p. 306. 
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words, this lemma did uot mean, the words, OR NE- 
CESSARILY IMPLY, are tacitly flipt in, as if they 
had always made a part of this remark. 


X. But though Mr. Rodins allows of the fenfe 
I give to the Jemma and demonttration, yet he 
{trongly contends that they may be taken in ano- 
ther fenfe; though Sir J/aac Newton did mean as 
I fay, yet it is not NECESSARY to confine the 
lemma to that meaning only, | 

+ It was fhewn,” fays he, that this demonftra- 
“¢ tion is no lefs applicable to quantities, which 
‘* only approach without limit tothe ratio of equa- 
“¢ lity, than it will agree to fuch quantities, as at 
“* Jaft become aétually equal. Fez this purpofe 
“© this demonftration was applied to the ordinate 
** of an hyperbola, compared with the fame con- 
“¢ tinued to the afymptote, which .do approach 
*¢ without limit to the ratio of equality, though 
*¢ they never become actually equal.” 

Here I apprehend the phra/eology is far from be- 
ing exact. I beg leave to correct it thus: In- 
flead of the words, i# was hewn, read, it was 
faid; and inftead of this demonftration was applied, 
putio, it was /aid that this demonfiration might be 
applied, or could be applied. 

For in, the Republick of Letters for Ofober, 
Pp. 25, it was /aid, but was not offered to be 
foown, that the demonftration can be {o applied, 
without changing a fingle word. 

This I denied in the Republick of Letters for 
November, Pp. 3745 37f, and gave unanf{werable, 
at leaft as yet unanfwered reafons for my opinion. 

Mr. Robins, in his reply, inthe Republick of Let- 
ters for December, p. 442. again /aid, but never 
offered to fhew, that the demonftration, without the 

JuLyY 1736. . E change 
+ Republick of Letters for April, p. 308. , 
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change of a fingle word, may be applied, and took 
not the Jeaft notice of the arguments I had 
brought againft him. 

In the Republick of Letters for Fanuary, p. 83, 
84. I repeated my denial, and gave a farther un- 
anfwerable argument, /bewing it to be utterly im- 
poffible {o to apply the lemma, or the demonftration of 
it, and concluded with a defire, that if any one 
thought oibcrwife, fuch application might be parti- 
cularly and difiinétly made. 

And now, in the month of 4pril, Mr. Robins is 
not pleafed either to anfwer any of my arguments, 
or to gratify me in this defire, but contents him- 
felf with telling us, it was fhewn, the demonftra- 
tion ws applied. 

It fhould feem therefore, that Philalethes has 
juftly taken exception to this tnfiance, not only as 
not conceiving how to regulate this approach, fo as to 
bound it within'a finite time, but as conceiving it to 
be utterly impoffible fo to do. 

But, fays Mr. Robins, without enquiring how far 
that limitation was neceffary to our purpose, we fhew- 
ed a method of adding this circumftance. It feems 
therefore to be ftill matter of doubt with Mr. 
Robins, whether the /imitation of a finite time be 
necefjary to the purpose of interpreting Sir J/aac’s 
Jemma, though we have fo often fhown it to be 
one of the fuppofitions expreffed in that lemma. 

Bur, fays he, we /hewed a method of adding this 
circumftance. Is this true? Can this circumftance 
be really added by the method Mr. Robins has pro- 
pofed? No. Mr. Robins himfelf has fhown this 
pretended method to be * ab/urd, fallacious and 
inconclufive, and to depend upon an impoffible ope- 
ration, and has thereby faved Philalethes the trou- 
ble of fhewing it for him. 

: XT. After 


* Republick of Letters for December, ~. 444, 445: 
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XI. After acknowledging * that, “* Whenever 
*¢ the quantities or ratios compared in this lemma 
“ are capable of an actual equality, they muft re- 
¢ ally become fo,” Mr. Robins proceeds to tell us 
that, ‘* when they are incapable of {uch equality, 
“ the phrafe of ultimately equal muft of neceffi- 
‘6 ty be interpreted in a {omewhat laxer fenfe.” 
But tll he fhews me, that any quantities or ratios 
incapable of an attual equality, are compared in this 
lemma, which he has not yet offered to do, I 
cannot fee the xeceffity ot interpreting the word 
egual in any Jaxer fen/e than that of an atual, per- 
feet and abfolute equality. 

XII. And though I were inclined to admit of 
a laxer fenfe, yet I can by no means think the ex- 
ample Mr. Rodins would furnifh me with from 
Prop. 71. Libr. 1. Hae cI um, is either a proper 
one for his purpofe, or fairly quoted, or truly ren- 
dered into Englifo, or rightly interpreted. 

For the quantities Sir //zac there {peaks of, are 
fuch as vanith with an aétual ratio of equality, as 
appears by his adding, immediately after the 
words quoted by Mr. Robins, pro equalibus ha- 
beantur, the following words, guippe quarum ra- 
tio ultima eff equalitatis, which laft words ought 
likewife to have been quoted by Mr. Robins. Con- 
fequently this example is neither a proper one for 
Mr. Robins’s purpole of a laxer /enfe, nor is it 
fairly quoted. 

And the words, pro egqualihus habeantur, 
muft not be rendered, ave to be efteemed e- 
qual; but, let them be taken for equal, or, let 
them be efteemed equal. The realm why Sir 
Lfaac Newton defires they may be taken for equal, 
is not, that he means only, that they approach with- 

EF 2 out 
® Republick of Letters for Apri/, 1736. p. 309. 
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out limit, but becaufe, though they are at prefent 
unequal, as being drawn iz a finite [cheme ac- 
cording to the Geometry of the Ancients, yet, 
when they come to vanifh, they will arrive atthe 
ratio of an abfolute equality. Confequently, this 
paflage is neither truly rendered into Englifh by 
Mr. Robins, nor rightly interpreted. 

Nor can I fee, that, of the two expreffions, 
ultimo in ratione equalitatis, and ultimo equales, 
the one will admit of a laxer interpretation any 
more than the other. I readily allow them to be 
fynonymeus. Nor has Mr. Robins yet fhown, 
that Szr Ifaac Newton himfelf has applied this lem- 
ma to quantities and ratios incapable of an attual e- 
guality or agreement. 

For though the fecond Lemma, in+ the account 
of Mr. Robins’s Di/courfe, was produced as an ex- 
ample of this, we * have manifeftly fhown that 
Lemma to be an example quite contrary to Mr. 
Robins’s purpofe, and we fhall prefently have oc- 
cafion further to confider it. 

In the Republick of Letters for Oétober, and 
likewife in that for December, Mr. Robins had 
ftrongly infifted upon another example, namely 
that of two Jines increafing together by equal addi- 
tions, and having from the firft a given difference ; 
and had made a little too free with Sir //aac New- 
ton’s name upon that occafion. But in the pre- 
fent Differtation I find no mention made of. this 
example. Probably, he has now better confider- 
ed of what was faid in the Republick of Letters 
for November lat. 

XIII. It 


+ Republick of Letters for Ofsber, 1735. p. 255. 
* Republick of Letters for November, 1735. p. 375. & 
feq. & Rep. of Lett. for Fanvary, 1736. p. 84, & feq. 
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XIII. It is fatd to have been there alfo obferved, 
that vanifbing quantities may never attually have that 
proportion, whith, according to this lemma, is [aid 
ultimately to belong to them. 

Here I muft beg leave to take notice of a great 
variation in Mr. Rodins’s doétrine, or at leatt in 
his ffyle and diétion. 

In his Difcourfe, p. so. we are told, the ulti- 
mate proportion is the proportion which the vanifh- 
ing guadrilaterals can never atiually have to each 
other. 

In the account of his Difcourfe, Republick of 
Letters for Offober, p. 257. it is faid, the quanti- 
ties called by Sir \faac Newton, vanifhing, MAY 
never {ubfift under that proportion here efteemed their 
ultimate. 

And in the fame account, a little after, he ac- 
quaints us, that the/e lines must not be conceived, 
by the name of evanefcent or any other appellation, e~ 
ver to fubfift under that proportion. 

And in the next page we find, that the quan- 
tities themfelves CAN never obtain that propor- 
tion. 

And in the fubfequent account of the fame 
Difcourfe, we are told, + that the ultimate propor= 
tion was not a proportion that thefe varying quan 
tities COULD ever fubjift under, during their varia« 
tion. 

And foon after we learn that the decrements 
CANNOT, in any circumftance whatever, bear to each 
other that proportion. 

And now in the Republick-of Letters for April, 
after telling us in the paflage above quoted, that 
the quantities. may never actually have that pro- 

E 3 portion; 


+ Republick of Letters for December, p. 438. 
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portion; it is faid in another place, withing ts is 
* more evident, than that their diminution WIL 
never bring them attually to bear that ratio. to 
one another. And ina third § we are given toun- 
derftand, that we ought not to feck after any flate 
or condition, at which thefe quantities CAN aétually 
arrive, wherein to be the fubjecis of this propor- 
tion. Anda little after we are told, tthe guan- 
tities are incapable of being converted by the va- 
viation afcribed to them into any condition, where- 
in they witw be the fubjetts of that ratio. 

In other places we are told, it is a miftake to 
think, thar * the ultimate ratin.is a ratio that 
thefe quantitics Do at fometime. or other exift. un- 
der; or, MUST /fometime or other exift under; that 
it can be the ratio, which thofe quantities THEM 
SELVES at any time Must aétually have. 

I freely own, this great variety of phra/eology 
confounds me. I can neither find, what is Mr. 
Robins’s prefent opinion about the ratio ultima of 
vanifhing quantitics, nor whom all his artillery 
is levelled againft. Not againit me, I hope; for 
in my laft, I very explicitly declared my fentiment 
upon this head, introducing it with this Pream- 
ble, + To prevent all miftakes as much as pofpble, 
f foall here once for all explain myfelf in [uch a man- 
ner, as lam perfuaded this learned Gentleman will 
not except againfi. In fact, this learned Gentle- 
man has not ventured to except againft it: Tho’ 
I muft needs fay, fome of the paflages above quo- 
ted feem to look afquint at it, and the word 
THEMSELVES, in the laft of thofe paflages, fhews 
plainly that it has been under confideration. 


XIV. Mr. 


* Pag. 315. § Pag. 316. t Ibid. 
* Pag. 319. 
+ Republick of Letters for Fanwary, p. 76. 
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XIV. Mr. Robins comes now to confider the 
fecond lemma, in which, fays § he, “ Sir Z/aac 
“© Newtom direéts, that the number of thefe pa- 
‘¢ rallelograms fhould be augmented iz infinitum. 
“ This muft not be interpreted, till the number 
“¢ become infinitely great, for this is the exprefs 
“ language of indivifibles. We render the words 
“ in infinitum, endlefsly,” 

I am very unwilling to difpute about words, 
and yet I muft needs fay I cannot like this word 
endlefsly. tis not the novelty of the word that 
gives me offence; but it is an ambiguous term, 
and I remember it led Mr. Rodins into a gricvous 
miftake * once before, by his not attending to the 
two fenfes of which it is capable. 

One of thefe fenfes regards the magnitude of 
the number of the parallelograms; the other, the 
time of their augmentation. 

If I fay, let a number be augmented endle/siy, 
I may mean, let the number be augmented with- 
out limit; be it already never fo great, yet let it 
{till become greater. 

I may likewife mean by thefameexpreffion, let 
the number continue to be augmented to all e- 
ternity, or as Mr. Robins exprefles it in another 
place, perpetually and without end. 

The firft of thefe fenfes I take to be Sir /aac 
Newton's meaning ; and the latter, I fuppofe, is 
Mr. Robins’s. For in this very fenfe I find him 
ufing the word exdle/s upon this fubject, in the 
Republick of Letters for Odfober laft, p. 255. 
“© Here the firft lemma is applied to prove, that 
“ by multiplying the number, and diminifhing 
“¢ the breadth of thefe parallelograms 7x infinitum, 

| E 4. *¢ that 

§ Rep. of Lett. for Apri/, p. 310. 
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“¢ that is, perpetually and without end, the infcri- 
“ bed and circumfcribed figures become ultimate- 
¢ ly equal to the curvilinear {pace, and to each 
“ other; whereas it is evident, that nb point of 
** time can be afligned, wherein they are actually 
“ equal; to fuppofe this, were to affert, that the 
“< variation afcribed to thefe figures, though 
“¢ enpuess, could be brought toa period, and 
“¢ be perfectly accomplifh’d; and thus we fhould 
“¢ return to theunintelligible language of indivifi- 
“¢ bles.” 

And here I cannot but obferve, that it is with 
great prudence, Mr. Rodis has chofen to under- 
ftand the words in this latter fenfe. For, grant 
him that the words, # iufinitum, are to be rendet- 
ed endle/sly, 1.e. perpetually and without end, and 
he may then juftly fay, 2 is evident that no point 
of time can be afigned, wherein the figures are aftu- 
ally equal; it is manifef, that the fubdivifion can 
never be attually finifbed, or brought to a period. 
But this, I think, is what fome cenforious people 
call petitio principit. 

I mutt likewife, in juftice to Mr. Robins, take 
notice of the fingular art and skill he has fhown, 
in preparing us for this his interpretation of the 
words in infinitum. Sir Lfaac Newton's direétion 
is, parallelogrammorum latitudo minuatur, (FP nu- 
merus augeatur in infinitum, the words, in infini- 
tum, belong equally to the former part of the di- 
rection, latitudo minuatur, and to the fatter, nu- 
merus aageatur, and muft therefore be interpret- 
ed in fuch manner, as to fuit them both But 
with Sir //aac Newton to diminifh a quantity ad 
infinitum, is to diminifh it till it vanifhes into 
nothing; and thisneceffarily implies a finite time, 
(for if it does not vanifh in a finite time, it can- 
not vanifh at all) amd not a diminution proceed- 
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ing perpetually and without end. And fincethenum- 
ber of the parallelograms always increafes as the 
breadth decreafes, and no otherwife; it is plain 
that in whatever time the ditninution of the 
breadths is compleated, in that very fame time, 
and no other, the increafe of the number muft 
likewife be compleated, that is in a finite time. 
My Reader will hence obferve, that it did not at 
all fuir Mr. Robins’s purpofe, to deliver the whole 
dire&tion, and in the manner Sir J/aac gave it. 
Accérdingly, in the month of Ofoder, in the paf- 
fage Jaft quoted, the order of the precept is in- 
verted; the former part, J/atitudo minuatur, is 
placed hindmoft, that it might be taken lefs 
notice of; and I having winked at that trefpafs, 
it isnow in the month of Apri/ entirely omitted, 
as if it had been no part of Sir Z/aac Newton's di- 
rection, though the ftrefs of his demonftration 
is principally founded upon it; and the other 
part, numerus augeatur in infinitum, is \eft alone, 
which being more eafily capable of two fenfes, 
is interpreted in that fenfe which Mr. Robins finds 
moft convenient. 

I do not remember that I have ever ufed the 
expreffion, infinitely great, in {peaking of this lem- 
ma; but I muft confefs I fee no great harm in ir, 
if any body fhould happen to do fo, provided 
he gave his Reader to underftandtharall he meant 
by it, was only, det the number increafe without 
end, or limit of its magnitude; jutt as Sir Lfaac 
Newton has done-at the end of the general 
Scholium to his firft Section; where the expreffi- 
On, in infinite maguis, is explained in thenext line, 
fi quantitates augeantur in infinitum; and we are 
prefently after given to underftand, that there 
can be no guantitates maximé, or ultima, but that 
by én infinitum: is tobe underftood fine limite. 
But 
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But why fo great fear of any term that has e- 
ver been made ule of in the language of indivifi- 
bles? May not an Orthodox Writer and a Here- 
tick fometimes ufe the fame term, without em- 
bracing one another’s opinions? If this bugbear 
of indivifibles is always to be brought in, in ¢er- 
yorem to thofe who prefume to differ from Mr. 
Robins, not only in fentiment, but even in mode 
of expreffion, poflibly it may have a better effect, 
were it dignified with a termination in i/m. What 
if we fhould call it Ladivifiblei/m? But togpro- 
ceed. 


XV.“ We, fays Mr. Robins, perform what 
¢ is here directed, by that fimple and obvious 
“© method practifed by the ancient geometers, of 
“¢ continually fubdividing the bafe of the curve. 
“¢ And it is manifett, that fuch fubdivifion can 
«© never be actually finifhed.” 

I apprehend our prefent enquiry is, not how 
Mr. Robins performs what is here directed; but 
how Sir J/aac Newton intended it fhould be per- 
formed ; and if I have rightly * thown this, it will 
not be very material to confider how Mr. Robins 
performs it, nor indeed can [ well underttand in 
what manner he performs it. 

There are two ways, whereby we may con- 
ceive the bafe of the curve to be continually fub- 
divided. One is the method practifed by Euclid 
and the other ancient Geometers, which confitts in 
continually repeating the operation direétcd inthe 
tenth propofition of the firft book, or in the 
tenth propofition of the fixth book of the Ele- 
ments. And itis very true, that fuch fubdivifion 
can never be actually finifhed. 
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* Republick of Letters for November, p. 375, €& (7. and 
for January, p. 84, & Jeg. 
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The other method is agreeable to Sir J/aac 
Newton’s conftant practice, in fuppofing a line to 
be defcribed by a point. Ifa given line, as for 
example, the breadth of this page, be defcribed 
by a point moving uniformly, in a given time, as 
for inftance, the time of an hour; it is manifeft, 
that in half an hour the point will arrive at the 
middle of the line, z. e. the point will at that in- 
ftant bife&t the line. And in a quarter of an hour 
more the point will bifeét the remaining half of 
the line: And in an eighth of an hour more the 
point will bifeé&t the remaining quarter of the line: 
And in a fixteenth part of an hour more the point 
will bifeét the remaining eighth part of the line, 
€fc. in infinitum. -That 1s, all the poffible bifeéti- 
ons or fubdivifions of the line will happen exaétly 
at thofe points of time, in which the hour is alike 
bifeéted or fubdivided. But all the poffible fub- 
divifions of the hour will e actually finifbed, and 
brought to a period, at the end of the hour. Con- 
fequently all the poffible fubdivifions of the line 
will likewife be aétually finifbed, and brought to a 
period, at the end of the hour. Confequently, 
the multiplication of the parallelograms conceived 
to be ereé&ted upon the fubdivided parts of the 
line, will be aétually. finifhed, and brought to a pe- 
viod, at the end of the hour. So that, although 
the bafes of thefe parallelograms be confiantly equal, 
and each fome aliquot part of the whole bafe, yet 
fuch defcription by continued motion is not neceffarily 
excluded. So that the fecond Jemma may have a 
diftinét demonftration compleat within it/elf, altho’ 
the divifion of the line by continued motion is 
fuited both to that and the third Jemma. 

Now if Mr. Robins will perform what is dire&ét- 
ed, by the firft of thefe methods, it will be pro- 
per for him to fhew, that this was the defign of 
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Sir [/aac’s dire&tion; and here I muft defire him 
to confider, that Sir J/aac’s direétion of diminith- 
ing the breadths and increafing the number of the 
parallelograms in infinitum, extends to the third 
lemma equally with the fecond, though in that 
lemma Mr. Robins willnot pretend to perform what 
is diveéted, by this method of the ancients. 

And if he chufes the fecond method, we muft 
ask, Whether any, and how much of the fubdi- 
vifion of the line wants to be aétually finifbed at 
the end of the hour? | 

But to cut off all difpute about what method 
Mr. Robins, or I, fhall chufe to take of perform- 
ing what is here direéted, I muft beg leave to re- 
peat what I have already urged againft that Gentle- 
man in fanuary laft.t “* Sir Laac Newton fays 
“© not one word of continual divifion, or fubdi- 
<¢ yifion into parts, of the bafe of the figure, in 
“© order to defcribe the parallelograms. And his 
“ words of diminifhing the bafes, and increafing 
“¢ their number ad infinitum, certainly are not 
“¢ more applicable to a continual divifion,. than 
“© to leffening the bafes by a continued motion. 
*¢ But this latter method is agreeable to his con- 
¢ {tant practice, and fully anfwers his purpofe, 
6¢ which the former will not. Equity therefore 
€ requires, that his words fhould be taken in the 
latrer fenfe.” 

XVI. By this one plain and fimple motion, in- 
deed the plaineft and fimpleft pofible, of a point 
defcribing a line, the line defcribed may be con- 
ceived not only to be continually bifeéted in the 
manner juft now mentioned; but alfo to be divi- 
ded into any other fort of aliquot parts; as like- 
wife into parts not aliquot, atter the manner we 
defcribed in Fanuary Tf lait, where all are equal ex- 

cept 
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+ Republick of Letters for Fanuary, p. go. 
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cept one lefs than all the reft; and alfo into une- 
qual parts defcribed in equal particles of time, 
where the velocity is not uniform, as when this 
lemma is applied by Sir L/aac Newton in the firft 
propofition of the fecond fettion of the firft book of 
the Principia, and all thefe divifions of every fort 
will be aétually finifbed at the end of the hour. 
And in which foever of thefe manners we chufe, 
at any inftant of time, to confider the line as being 
divided, the contemplation of the parts, into 
which it is fuppofed to be divided, is alike eafy 
to the mind. I fee nothing complex, nor intricate, 
nor fubtle, nor involved and perplexed to (train our 
imagination, much lefs confufed, either in the idea 
of this motion, or in the contemplation of the 
parts, into which the line by this motion is fup- 
pofed to be divided. And it is as general, as it is 
eafy: One and the fame mation will ferve for eve- 
ry variation of thefe in{criptions aud circum/criptions. 

It will perhaps be faid, that the perplexity ari- 
fes, not from the confideration of the parts into 
which the line is divided, but from the contem- 
plation of the parallelograms which are concei- 
ved to be erected upon thofe parts. But is this con- 
templation more difficult or intricate, when the line 
is conceived to be divided by motion, than when 
it is conceived to be perpetually bifected, or crifecét- 
ed, after the method praéiifed by the ancient Geome- 
ters? If after every bifection in Euclide’s method, 
Mr. Robins can conceive parallelograms ereéted 
upon the two parts of the line laft bifected, and 
upon every part of the given line equal to thofe 
two; may not I likewife, after every bifeétion by 
motion, conceive the fame parallelograms erected 
upon the very fame. parts? Certainly I may. When 
once I have reprefented to my mind the parts, in- 
to 
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to which a line is divided, I can with equal faci- 
lity conceive parallelograms ereéted upon thofe 
parts, by whatloever method, and indeed without 
entering at all into the confideration by what me- 
thod the line became fo divided. And by what 
we have above delivered, it is manifeft, that all 
the poffible fubdivifions both of the hour, and of 
the line defcribed during the hour, and confe- 
quently all poffible multiplication of the parallelo- 
rams conceived to be erected upon the fubdivi- 
ded parts of the line, will de brought to a period by 
the end of the hour. 

If Mr. Robins will tell me, that the imagination 
cannot purfue thefe parallelograms to the very end 
of the hour; I may ask him, whether the imagi- 
nation can any better purfue the fubdivifion of the 
line, or even of the hour itfelf, to the end of the 
hour, which fubdivifions he muft own to be 
brought to a period by the end of the hour. 

But there is no need to frain our imagination, to 
labour in every cafe, or indeed in any cafe, after 
fome idea of motion however intricate; no fubtle en- 
quiry is at all neceffary, fince we are obliged to 
own the conclufion to be true and certain, either 
by the proof above given, or by the demonftra- 
tion of Sir Z/aac Newton’s firft lemma, which be- 
ing general comprehends all particular cafes, with- 
out ever troubling our imagination about them. 


The Remainder of this Piece will be publifh'd in 
our next. 


22 & 









